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PROCEEDI NGS
(1:00 p.m)

MR, HOYLE: All right. The neeting will cone
to order. Before | get started on our agenda, Tom Nartker
fromthe University here would like to say a word or two.
Tom

MR. NARKNER: Thank you, John. On behal f of
the University, welconme to you all. W hope you wll
enj oy your neeting today and tonorrow. And we hope you
w || consider com ng back. Wlcone -- you re wel cone
anytime and we’re happy to have you. |If there are any of
you who have questions about phone calls or plane
reservations or anything, (indiscernible) secretary, Patty
(i ndiscernible) and ny assistant Mary Gersh standing in
t he back of the room Both wIll be around this afternoon
and tonorrow. |f you have any questions, Patty and Mary
wll try and be of help. And again, welcone, have a good
nmeet i ng.

MR, HOYLE: Thank you very nmuch, Tom And we
appreciate the hospitality that you ve given us, and |
particularly want to thank Mary who has been on the spot
here for the | ast two days setting up the tables and all
the rest. Thank you very, very much. A great roomto

have this kind of a neeting in.
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This is a neeting of the |icensing support
system advi sory review panel. 1It’s an advisory conmttee
that's established by the Nucl ear Regul at ory Comm ssi on
under the Federal Advisory Commttee Act. This is an open
neeting, and | appreciate once again being able to use
this fine facility here. | -- before we proceed any
further, | would like to introduce those at the table, the
menbers of the Advisory Review Panel, and those that are
close to us hel ping us out.

Wiy don’t | start nyself. M name is John Hoyl e.
I’mfromthe Nuclear Regul atory Comm ssion, and now let’s
now go over to Ll oyd.

MR MTCHELL: M nane is Lloyd Mtchell from
the Oneida Indian Reservation, Oneida tribe of Indians in
W sconsi n.

MR SILBERG |I'mJay Silberg fromthe
Washington D.C. law firm of Shal pett and Potts and
Firbridge representing the Consolidated Industry.

MR. GANDI: John Gandi, Yucca Mountain Project
O fice, IRM manager.

MS. NEWBURY: O audi a Newbury, Yucca Muntain
site characterization project office, LSSARP |iaison

menber. Extraordinaire. That’s good.
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MR, CAMERON: Chip Caneron. |I'mwth the
O fice of General Counsel at the Nucl ear Regul atory
Conmi ssi on.

MR. LEVIN. Moe Levin, wth the Nuclear
Regul atory Conmission. |’mthe LSS adm nistrator.

MR. FRI SCHVAN: Steve Frischman with the
Nevada Nucl ear Waste Project Ofice. I1'msitting in for
Harry Swenckton, who is Deputy Attorney Ceneral.

MR, BALCOLM Kirk Balcolm | represent State
of Nevada.

MR, MURPHY: Mal Murphy, the Ni gh County
Regul atory and Li censing Advi sor.

MR, BECHTEL: Dennis Bechtel, O ark County,
Nevada.

MR, METTAM Brad Mettam (i ndiscernible)
County, California.

M5. HOFFMAN:  Juanita Hof f man, Esneral da
County, Nevada.

MR, HOYLE: Thank you very nuch. There are
others fromthe NRC in the audi ence, contractors, we
wel cone all of you. And | would Iike welcone if there is
sonet hing that you would |li ke to add during the course of
the briefings, or the neetings or discussion, please
identify yourself and cone on up to the podium and let’s

hear from you.
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We do have a full agenda. 1It’s unusual to

start in the afternoon, but | think we al

up to it, so why don’'t we get going. W’

about DOE' s activities since the Decenber

| ook like we're

Il hear first

neeting, and

then hear fromthe two working groups that we’ve

est abl i shed, a header working group,

and t he Techni cal

Wor ki ng G- oup, who have been doing the necessary spade

work for the full panel over the last nonth or so

i ncl uding a neeting yesterday.

Particularly the working group -- the

Techni cal Wbrki ng G oup has been | ooking at DOE s draft

requi renments docunent,

and the header working group has

been trying to update the types of fields that will be

requi red for docunent headers.

So, without further coment,

ask the

commttee nenbers whether there is any coment at this

point. O herw se,

presentati on?

Cl audi a, why don’t you begin the DOE

MS. NEWBURY: Well, you nentioned the

functional requirenents docunent which is on the back

table, and is one of the things that we’ ve been dealing

with in the | ast few nonths

has had a copy of it for about a nonth or

of the topics we'll

be di scussi ng.

The Techni cal

SO.

Wor ki ng G oup

That's one
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| "ve asked Fielden D ckerson who is with the M
& Oand is ny direct support in LSS issues to provide us
with briefings on several different issues. The first is
the status of the arrangenent for the LSS operation, also
the functional requirenments docunment, where we are with
t hat .

And the near (indiscernible) as schedul e that
we’ ve devel oped. And in addition, Fielden -- or besides
Fi el den, Preston Junkin will give us a brief discussion on
changes to the rule that we think are appropriate.

Fi el den, do you want to get started?

MR. DICKERSON: |'m Fi elden Dickerson and |’'m
wth the M& Oin support of OCRAM Last Decenber we had
tal ked about an arrangenent for supporting NRC in the
operation of the LSS, and for DCOE to arrange to supply the
fiscal support for that operation of the LSS, and there
was a general agreenent in principle, and we went away
fromthe Decenber ARP neeting with a view of trying to
figure out how to cause that to happen and for DOE to
arrange to get senior DCE approval of whatever arrangenent
canme down.

So what | want to do is tell you a little bit
about the fundanentals that | have been wandering through
in terms of figuring out howto inplenent this, and what

our current actions are. The next view graph is just a --
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say, this was an education for nme, and I was wal ki ng
through all the nechanisns that we m ght think about for
transfer of funds fromDCE to NRC for operation of the
LSS, and one of the things that we had all been talking to
one anot her about was a nenorandum of understandi ng, and
it was pointed out to ne early on that a nenorandum of
under st andi ng cannot be used to transfer noney.

It’s a docunentation of procedures and
under st andi ngs, and that one has to use sone ot her
mechanismto do that. Now, on the next view graph, | have
identified one of those nechani sns, an interagency
agreenent. And an interagency agreenent is adequate to --
appropriate to transfer funds fromone federal agency to
anot her.

But, one of the issues that cane out of this
was the concern that the responsibility for the actions
that were to be supported by these dollars would renmain
with DOE. And that seened to be contrary to the spirit of
the ARP in trying to hand this over to NRC in such a
fashion that DOE did not have an oversight role for it.

And that with an interagency agreenent there
woul d be ternms and conditions which would be set by DOCE,
and have to be identified. So, we noved on fromthat to
grants, that DOE has been using grants on occasion in

dealing with the State of Nevada and with counti es.
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However, again, there are terns and conditions that are
fixed in grants.

And what people finally directed ne to was --
appears on the next page, and that is a direct paynent
whi ch is achieved through an appropriations bill, and that
the | anguage of the appropriate bill spells out that DOE
will transfer funds to NRC. The only terns and conditions
that are inherent in that is that NRC nust certify that
the activities that they' re expending the funds on are
consistent with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act as anended.

And so | started | ooking into the nmechanics of
that, and the next view graph pulls up just sone |anguage
out of a previous Appropriations Bill which is pointing
out that -- that this direct paynent is a well established
sort of thing. This happens to identify two or three of
these. There five mllion dollars up there that’ s being
provided to the State of Nevada, and there’ s sone nore
bei ng supplied to | ocal governnents.

And if we go on to then next page, it also
think identifies something perhaps for the University of
Nevada, or maybe that was another one. But, down at the
very bottomwe see the terns and conditions of this, that
each entity shall provide certification to DCE that al
funds expended and so on have been expended consi stent

with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.
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Now, we have al so been | ooking into the
mechani cs of how to go about this, and here is where we --
where we identify the mlestones. W had started out in
the Decenber neeting and said we wanted to nove forward
and get approval from seni or DOE managenent to proceed
with this, whatever it was, and now we have identified it
as a direct paynent.

W i ndeed have drafted the material for the
deci si on nenorandum but part of that was the matter of
al so spelling out the nmechanics that would go into
support this, and that has been com ng together just in
the last few days. So, we're ready to nove forward with
t hat .

And the MOU does not have to be devel oped
bet wen NRC and DCE for operation of the LSS for the
transfer of funds. |In that -- that may be other MlUs, but
not for the transfer of funds. In the nmechanics that |
have | ooked into for this, it’s sinply a nmatter that a
direct paynent can be nade from DOE to NRC as soon as the
appropriations is made, and that becones just a -- a wire
transfer, if you will.

MR. SILBERG \What does that nean on the | ast
bul et where it --

MR, DI CKERSON: That’'s the wong bullet. The
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-- sonehow the secretary left in tw view graphs. |f you
show the | ast one, that’s what it’s supposed to be.

MR. MURPHY: So, you're -- Fielden, you're
saying then that the ability to transfer these --
according to your analysis the ability to transfer these
funds to the NRC and to effectuate the agreenent, or the
gui dance of the ARP will depend on direct appropriate
approved by Congress?

MR. DI CKERSON: Yes. Un-huh. And what |I'm
told in ternms of nmechanics now is that the | anguage that
woul d go forward from our budget people to OVB woul d
contain this draft |anguage to go forward for
consi deration, just as under the current circumnmstances
these direct paynents are picked up in that |anguage. One
does not anticipate any difficulties.

MR, MURPHY: But, it would -- well, --
anticipate any difficulty is not a phrase that should be
used in ny judgenent, at |east in connection with your
relationship -- with anybody’s relationship with the
United State’s Congress.

MR DICKERSON. | -- yes, sir.

MR, MURPHY: But, in any case, it depends on
Congress agreeing to this --

MR, DI CKERSON:  Yes.
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MR, MURPHY: -- and Congress agreeing to it
every year

MR, DI CKERSON:. Yes, that’s right. Everything
IS one-year noney in the sense that you -- each year is

appropriated one at a tine, but all the nonies are no-year
noney in that they can spill over and be spent in nmultiple
years.

MR METTAM |’ve got a -- correct nme if I'm
wrong, doesn’t the NRC receive noney fromthe Nucl ear
Waste Fund now for their operations that involve the
Cvilian Regul ati on and Waste Managenent O fice? | nean,
there’ s already an appropriation process where NRCis
given noney to operate in this program which is where we
t hought the LSS was going to fit in originally.

I’mnot certain -- if there’ s already a budget
for the NRC operations, why they can’t just budget for the
LSS which is what we thought they were going to do
originally, instead of having another -- as Mal referred
to, sonmewhat vulnerable line item direct paynent for the
LSS.

MR, MURPHY: Well, they don't -- they don’t
have to do this yet. W’re just tal king about what
happens when the -- | think we are, aren’t we, Fielden?

MR, DI CKERSON: W' re tal king about --
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MR, MURPHY: We’'re tal ki ng about what happens
when the LSS is inplenented and operational and the hand
over, the hand off that is to occur. Right now, nost

salary is paid out of the appropriation you re referring

to.

MR DI CKERSON: Ri ght.

MR, CAMERON: Right. 1'd say to clarify that
alittle bit, whatever way we -- this is done, we're

al ways going to run into the concern that Mal has
expressed, about you re always going to have to get your
congressi onal appropriation. Wen the negotiated the LSS
rule, there was an agreenent that DCE woul d pay for
operation and nai ntenance and that -- this is an effort to
carry through on that rather than having it conme out of
the Commi ssion’s appropriation because of the potenti al

i nmplications on other activities that the appropriations
are useful and that’s basically it.

MR, MURPHY: Then you understand of course
that that’s of no consequence whatsoever to the counties,
or at least to Nigh County that that agreenent was nmade so
that the NRC s budget doesn’t | ook any bigger than the NRC
wanted it to | ook?

MR, CAMERON: Right. But, | think that that -
- that’s fine. | think we all understand that, but just

as equally, if we work out an arrangenent where we have
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the operation and mai ntenance funds and it doesn’t
interfere with the neutrality of the LSS adm nistrator in
runni ng the system then the County and the States and
others shouldn’t really be concerned about that either.

MR, MJURPHY:  No.

MR, DI CKERSON: Any further questions? Then
what we’ll do is nove into the discussion of the
functional requirenents docunent. Again, in the Decenber
ARP, we discussed functional requirenents to support the
LSS and what | want to do today is rem nd you about the
di scussion that we had in Decenber, and the el enents that
were in that discussion, and then give you a view as to
what we have done since that tinme, and where we are, and
then I want to finish off -- after 1’ve given you a status
on that, to bring three issues that canme out of this to
your attention.

So, this first view graph, again is going back
to the Decenber tine frame, and we were sinply describing
the need for a functional requirenents docunent, and that
we wanted to describe the system we wanted to support the
anal ysis of benefits and costs, and it’s necessary as a
fundanmental buil ding block to begin the hierarchial
structure to wind up with the definition of requirenments

for the LSS.
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So, what we’re going to ultimately get to here
Is -- is sonething that 1’mgoing to be describing to you
as the very basis for devel oping the rest of the
requi renments for the LSS. At that tinme in Decenber, we
wer e harking back and sinply rem nding you in the next
view graph early on there had been a -- a requirenents
docunent that generated, and that we had revi ewed that
docunent, relative to its suitability for our needs.

And on the next view graph, we had identified
that that docunent didn't in our m nd neet our needs, and
we were showing that to the panel in Decenber, and the
panel was recomrendi ng that we nove on and define a
functional requirenments docunent.

So we began that process, and the next view
graph points out that we were using a | evel process and
that we started and we tried to define requirenents at the
very highest |evel, and then as one noves down to | ower
| evels, you' Il start flushing these out, and addi ng
structure to it.

And that’s what we have done. And what you
see in the docunent that we’ve handed out today and as
descri bed on the next foil, is what we’re calling the
Phase | requirenments. W have used only the high |eve

requi renments which we have derived fromthe rule and
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al ready work is under way to begin to build on those for
the Phase Il |evel requirenents.

And the structure that we’ve used when you
| ook at that particular set of requirenments is shown on
this next view graph. Basically, if you -- when you | ook
at that requirenents docunent, you'll see three col umms.
In the first colum is sinply citations fromthe rule.
The second columm, we have tried to articulate the
requi rement that derived fromthat citation or those
citations, and the third colum spells out sone conments
that support or anplify the articulation of the
requirenent.

So, the trace matrices that are included in
that docunment are the neat of what you want to |look at in
terns of the fundanental requirenments. Next view graph we
can just skip over.

MR, SILBERG Can you just explain what trace
matrices are?

MR. DI CKERSON: Yes, the trace matrices is a
matter of -- you start on the -- with the citation which
says sonet hing about the LSS. It starts on page 11.

MR, SILBERG  Uh- huh.

MR. DI CKERSON: And the mddle colum then --

MR, SILBERG Ch, that whole array?
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MR. DI CKERSON: Yeah, that whole array from
page 11 on are the trace matrices. And one el enent that
came out of this was the problemthat we ran into sone
t echnol ogy- speci fic | anguage and Preston is going to be
describing that to you in the next presentation, so let ne
sinply say we identified it. W assuned that it was going
to be nodified and noved on.

And the next view graph is sinply a matter of
that noving on. That brings us to the status which is the
next view graph. And indeed we did deliver a draft of the
requi rements to DCE. Those were nade avail able to the
Techni cal Wrking G oup on | think the sane day. And I
bel i eve John, that those were -- were they sent out to the
menbers of the panel earlier this nonth? Now, that’s the
hi story --

MR, HOYLE: Let ne interrupt. Wat was it
that you t hought was sent out?

MR, DI CKERSON: | was asking, were the -- was
the requirenents docunent sent out to the panel nenbers?

MR, HOYLE: | thought it was sent out fromthe
wor ki ng group. Yeah, directly fromthe working group.

MR. DI CKERSON:. Ckay. Gkay. Thank you.

MR. M TCHELL: Are there additional docunents

avai l abl e?
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MR, DI CKERSON:. They’'re on the back table over
here. If they ve run out, we'll nake sure you get one.
Now, that’s the history to point. |In Decenber, we said we
were going to give it a draft. The draft is out there.

We solicit your input, your conments, your criticism of
that, and as | indicated to you, this is the linchpin if
you will, for the hierarchial docunment structure that
we're going to use for the requirenents.

So, we want your input on that. Now, in
addition to that, I want to bring out three issues that
appeared as we were doing this. The first issue is that
when one | ooks at the access to the LSS, you see that we
have a dual search node. |If you back up to the tine
before the notice of the hearing, the public has access to
headers only. The parties have access to headers and full
text.

And after the hearing, everyone has access to
full text and headers. | bring this to your attention
sinply because | didn’'t want you to brush by it, in that
it does give us a dual search node, it does inpact the
design and cost of the LSS, and it potentially inpacts the
resol uti on of header requirenents since the genera
popul ate prior to the hearing notice will only have access

to headers.
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MR, SILBERG \What is the inpact on the cost?
| assune it increases the cost.

MR, DICKERSON:. It increases the cost, right.

MR, SILBERG Wy is that?

MR. DI CKERSON:. Because you have to set up a
dual search node, and that you have to be able to
essentially have two directories, if you will.

MR SILBERG Wn't you have a header search
node anyway? Even if you' re searching full text, you
have - -

MR. DI CKERSON: Yeah, but you have to cut out
these ot her people and -- so that you have a delimtation

MR, MURPHY: But, Fielden, am | understandi ng
you correctly? Are you saying that to give the public
access to full text before the hearing would be |ess
expensi ve?

MR. DICKERSON: | think that's the case.

Uh- huh.

MR, MURPHY: Than giving them access to
headers only? Wy are you --

MR, DI CKERSON:. Wbuld you |ike to say
sonet hi ng about that Preston?

MR JUNKIN. Well, it’s sinply that you have
to do it anyway, and what you' re doing with this approach

IS now you have two types of access that you have to
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enforce. You' re actually w thholding functionality from
sonme of the user community, which is already --
MR, MURPHY: Why? | nean, why are you
choosi ng the nore expensive node?
MR. NEWBURY: That's what the rul e says.
DI CKERSON: That’'s what we’'re told to do.

negoti at ed, said that the --

MR
MR. MJURPHY: W -- in the LSS rule we
we
MR. CAMERON: Yes, sir.
MR, MURPHY: Was | asleep that day, Chip? W
adopted a rule which said the public was not entitled to
access to anything but headers until after the hearing
notice was --

MR SILBERG | think --

MR, CAMERON: Let ne explain that.

MR. SILBERG | think the intent was as the
I nducenent to get people to sign up for the system
putting their docunents in. It gives you sonething in
return.

MR. CAMERON: I n other words, the fear was
that since this is all voluntary before the |license
application cones in, that the incentive of putting your

docunent s

in --
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MR, MURPHY: Ckay. Then we're using -- we're
per haps using "public" too broadly. You nean, potenti al
participants rather than public access.

MR, DI CKERSON: No, we’'re tal king about public
access.

MR, SILBERG Anybody except sonebody who
signs up to put their docunents in the system

MR, MURPHY: Ckay.

MR, SILBERG And we can al ways reconmend the
change to the rule if we -- if we think that this would
make sense.

MR, CAMERON: | nean, it may be that we're at

the point now where the voluntary submttal of docunents

Is not -- does not loomas big an issue as it did at that
time.

MR, MURPHY: Well, | -- yeah, | nean --

MR, DI CKERSON: [|’m not making a

reconmmendati on now.
MR. MJURPHY: | understand. No, | understand.
MR, DICKERSON:. | just wanted to bring it to
your attention.
MR. MJURPHY: No, | understand. What is the
I npact on cost?

MR DI CKERSON: | --
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MR, MJURPHY: Is this trivial or significant?
|’ m not sure.

JUNKIN: We have not quantified it yet.

MR. MURPHY: Ballpark? Order of nmagnitude?

MR, BALCOLM Is this -- is this anything
other than just restricting a part of the database or a
part of every record to certain users? | nean, that’s
done all the tine.

MR, JUNKIN:. On the surface that appears to be
what we’'re tal king about here. It hasn’t been analyzed to
any great degree. It's sinply that it seened a little bit
-- 1 think -- | hesitate to give any quantified answer on
that. But, just alittle bit of conplexity. You're
right, access to database is done all the tine. There are
different user groups within --

MR MURPHY: Right.

MR, JUNKIN: It just seens |ike an unnecessary
and per haps undesirabl e functional (indiscernible) since
we're at the point of witing down the requirenents of
t hat . MR. CAMERON: And | guess | would
want to add one thing to clarify this, is that it’s not as
i f the docunent and the systemare not going to be
avai l able for the public under the routine placing of
docunents in the public docunent room of the various

agenci es.
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MR MJURPHY: No, | --

MR. CAMERON: It’s the el ectronic enhancenent,
full-text search capability that is not going to be
avai | abl e.

MR, LEVIN. | think the real issue is, froma
(i ndi scerni ble) perspective, you | ook at things, and you
| ook at sonething and you say, "This doesn’'t make sense
froma designer’s perspective.” But, doing that not
knowi ng what the | ogic was behind having this in the first
pl ace, the logic had nothing to do with systens design or
anything el se. There was another reason, and | think you
were -- just looking at that, this doesn’'t nake sense from
a logical systeminplenentation of viewpoint.

And whenever you nake any ki nd of exceptions
or changes to a systemand it doesn’t increase the chance
of making an error, it’s sonething different. |It’s an
exception. You try and elimnate exceptions. |It’s each
systens devel opnment net hodol ogy.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, let ne just follow this up
for -- 1 don't want to waste too nuch tinme on it, but |et
me just follow it up for a second because | frankly nust
admt that |1'd forgotten about that -- that part of the
rule. We haven't focused on that for a while.

Let’s assune that at sone point in tinme there

Is an LSS term nal access, whatever we're calling it, at
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the -- sonmewhere in the community of Ana Rosa Valley or
sonmewhere close to Gate 510 out there at the site. You
know, we -- Nigh County is in the process daily virtually
of talking to DOE and the M & O and the new cl eanup M & O
Bechtel or whatever, you know, about putting facilities of
-- in Nigh County, close to the NTS.

And what if at sone point in tinme, N gh County
says and DOE and the NRC agree, that one of N gh County’s
access termnals will be located in Ama Rosa Val l ey? And
that’'s nade available to the public, so that N gh County
says, "Cone in and punch up and ask questions, and get
docunents. "

Is that going to bother this process at all?
Because, you know, sone potential intervener group could
theoretically do the sane thing without -- wthout
commtting thensel ves to provide their own docunents or
submt their own docunents to the -- to Mbe? Do you see
what |’ mtal ki ng about ?

MR, SILBERG Well, the logic of the system
woul d say that only the party, N gh county woul d be able
to do electronic search. [If a citizen in N gh County
wanted to do it, he’d have to go to you, or whoever the
Ni gh County person is, and say, "I want to do this, |
can't do it directly, will you do it for nme," and then the

party can do that.
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If you want to stay within the grounds rul es

that we’ ve set up.

MR, CAMERON: And you could still use the sane
termnal for exanple. [It’s a question of -- we
contenpl ated that each of the -- the potential parties

woul d be given a password, and there would be a certain
nunber of users who would be able to tune into the system
But, you know, you put your finger n the
I nportant potential --
MR, MURPHY: But, |I’mjust speaking
hypot hetically now If N gh County wanted to post its
password on a bl ackboard and | et anybody who wanted to
could conme in and get docunents, |ook at docunents.

MR, CAMERON: Right. And I think that you

really are putting your finger on an inportant -- an
i nportant point that -- | nean, there’ s always ways to try
to deal with abuse, but is it worth -- is it worth worry

about? And | think that this is an issue we should
probably flag to revisit and see if it’'s still -- has the
need behind it.

MR, MURPHY: Yeah.

MR, HOYLE: Wuld it be helpful if we knew the
cost aspect --

MR MJRPHY: It sure woul d.
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MR. HOYLE: -- before we do that, or is it
just a policy issue that is not really cost rel ated?

MR, BALCOLM | would think that froma policy
standpoint that we would want to build in as a functional
requi renment of the database, the ability to restrict
access, because this database is so large it may actually,
you know, put together in pieces, and things have to be
crossed.

And it’s not unconmon -- | would say just
about every | arge database |’ ve ever been associated with
has -- sinply has built in the technology to restrict
access, either if you know about it ahead of tine, or
sonet hing technical cones up that you need to be able to
do that.

Il wouldn’t -- certainly wouldn’t want to see

us foreclosing us fromdoing that.

MR, MURPHY: Yeah. Yeah. |'mjust talKking
through this because | -- and | guess the other thing that
we shoul d think about, | suppose is why give -- and again,

I’ mnot sure that we’'re using the word public
appropriately here, but why give them access to headers?
Why give them access to anything until they’ ve commtted
to submt their docunents to the LSS? What are they going

to do with just headers?
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MR, DI CKERSON: No, as Moe says, the headers
are sinply the search nechanism and they have access to
t he docunents.

MR LEVIN. | think Mal’s point is what good
w Il the headers do, if they only have access --

MR. DI CKERSON: Well, libraries have
classically searched on headers for at |east a few years.

MR LEVIN. But, if they can’'t get to the text
behi nd t he headers.

MR. DI CKERSON. Well, they can --

MR, MJURPHY: Well, they can do that now. They
can do that now. They can send you a Freedom of
Information Act letter saying give ne every docunent --

MR. DI CKERSON: Well, this is much faster.

MR MJURPHY: Well, | understand that. But, |
t hi nk we need to know what the cost of all this is here.
If we’re talking about mllions of dollars, it’s one
thing. If it’s sonme trivial anobunt in the thousands, then
that's different.

MR. NEWBURY: It sounds al nost though, --
functionality of being able to restrict access is
sonet hing that we can deal with in ternms of devel oping a
system and really what it boils down to is you ve got

sonmething in the current reg that says, headers only for
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public access, and at sone point, the LSS administrator is
going to have to say, who gets access to what anyway?

| don’t think that there’'s even a cost aspect
toit. Well, we'll have that functionality in the system
and it’s a matter of who the admi nistrator grants access
to and in what form

MR LEVIN. | really --

MR. MURPHY: So, you’'re saying there may not
even be a cost -- is that what you said, O audia, that
there m ght not be any cost associated with this? Because
you have to build it in in any case.

MR, GANDI: There nmay not -- there may not
dependi ng upon the search engi ne and such that’s chosen.
| think the cost is going to cone in the adm nistration of
field level type of restrictions per user.

MR, CAMERON: Except for the cost that | think
Kirk brought up, the cost of -- of inefficient searching,

unavai |l abl e, the system bei ng unavail abl e because there

were so many people onit. | think that’s probably the
key cost there, and I don't -- I'’mnot saying it is a
probl em

MR MJRPHY: That's not a cost. That's an --
MR CAMERON: Well, a cost in terns of broad

use and cost benefit in ternms of resolving this issue.
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MR. GANDI: Fielden, you say that there are
I npacts on header requirenents if you have this restricted
sear ch.

MR. DI CKERSON: | was only hol ding up that
specter --

MR SILBERG Wy is that? | nmean, if the
header requirenents are good enough to start wi th, why
aren’t they good enough if there’s this limted access?

MR. DI CKERSON: One of the concerns, at |east
one of the argunents that | have heard people nmake is we
can limt the nunber of headers because we have full-text
search capability. |[If one does not have full -- text
search capability, does that cause you to rethink the
headers issue? And | don’'t know the answer to that Jay.
I was just raising that as a question.

Qur concern in this was not saying this is
right or wong. Qur concern was that it not pass
unobserved - -

MR, MURPHY: W appreciate that.

MR. DI CKERSON: Ckay. The next issue is that
of requirenent 005, and we have identified a requirenent
for optical character recognition capability. Now, if you
go in and | ook at subpart J, it asks the parties to

del i ver conputer text and headers in an imge.
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It does not specifically spell out that the
front end of this have an optical character recognition
capability to read in and produce el ectronic test. W,
however, have witten that in as a requirenent. W have
witten that in. W’ve taken sone liberty. That’'s why I
put this header on here, created requirenent.

Again, | bring it to your attention.

MR SILBERG Wait, if you have electronic
I mages on the systemwhich | thought was part of subpart
J, right, doesn’t subpart J call for inmges?

MR, DICKERSON:. It calls for inmages across the
spectrum but it also calls for text.

MR SILBERG Right. But, how do you have
I mges without OCR? |Is there sonme other process?

M5. NEWBURY: Scan it in.

MR. DI CKERSON: Scan it in.

MR, CAMERON: Made sure that we defined i mage
so that that would include a hard copy --

MR SILBERG Right. No, | understand that.

MR, CAMERON: -- inmmge. kay.

MR. NEWBURY: OCR is the process of
transferring the imge into the text.

MR SILBERG Right.

MS. NEWBURY: So, they will deliver an imge

and text. OCR capability is the one that transfers the
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i mge of a text page into readable text. So that’s what
he’ s | ooking --

MR. HOYLE: Didn't the SAl C docunent have that
as a requirenent, an OCR?

MR, DICKERSON. It may very well have had.

MR. BALCOLM So, you’'re saying Fielden that
this is inplied fromthat section, that OCR -- the process
is sinply inplied in that?

MR. DICKERSON: No. |It’'s a matter that --
that we’ve | ooked at that and | ooked at it, and we really
had a difficult tinme making a decision on it, and what we
decided to do was nmake the decision in this fashion, and
we're submtting it for your consideration

MR. CAMERON: And what are the -- what are the
i nplications of doing that?

MR, DI CKERSON:. It just changes the front end.
That's all. |If you don’t have that, that’s a piece of
equi prent that if you didn’'t have it in there, it just
woul dn’t be there.

MR. LEVIN. But, isn’'t there another
i nplication that you would then have to do sonme kind of a
manual process for entering text?

MR. DICKERSON: No, not if the folks are

delivering to you according to specs. The rule --
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MR LEVIN. If they would just do the search
on the headers and then be able to pull up the image, is
that --

MR. DI CKERSON:. No, they -- people are --
parties are told to deliver to you what you need to | oad
the machine. Everything electronic, if you will. So, in
that sense, you don’t need any translation equi pnent if
people follow the rule.

MR, BALCOLM But, they'd have to create the
text --

MR, DI CKERSON: They have to create it
thenselves. Right. R ght. They have to nmake those
arrangenents thensel ves.

MR, MURPHY: This just nakes it easier for
everybody, right?

MR. DI CKERSON:  Yes.

MR, MURPHY: Deliver your docunents to Me and
he cranks up the OCR and away they go. Hell of an idea.

MR. SILBERG Do we know what the cost in fact
of this is?

MR, MJRPHY: Oh, that’s irrelevant, Jay. W
don’t waste our tinme on that.

MR SILBERG It’s all part of that
appropriation, right? Do you know anyt hi ng about the

cost inplication here?
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MR. DI CKERSON: And then on the final one we
have done a restatenent of the requirenment and in the
reference it says, ensure that the bibliographic header
for the original docunment specifies that a corrected
version is also in the LSS. And the concern was that if
the header resides on a read-only nmedium then it can’t be
nodi fied, and so the requirenent that was witten in there
attenpted to be responsive to that and sinply say, there
has to be a function within the LSS sonmewhere that all ows
the adm nistrator to alert users that subsequent revisions
to a docunent exist.

MR, SILBERG \Where do you list all of these
other -- you nentioned requirenent five and requirenent --

MR, DI CKERSON: They're listed -- page 11
starts off, in the mddle there, you' |l see 001 at the
very top.

MR, SILBERG Page 117

MR. DI CKERSON: Yeah. And then if you keep
going you'll find the rest of them Gkay. Now, you have
these. W woul d appreciate your feedback fromthem A
little later, Roger is going to be telling you sone
comrents fromthe Technical Wrking Goup which | suspect
wll lead to sone interesting conversation about
requi rements, and Preston is going to give you a

presentation on the | anguage that gave us sone probl ens.
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MR, SILBERG |Is soneone going to explain
where we go fromhere? What is the schedule? Wat is the
next step when this all happens?

MS. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR. DI CKERSON:  Yes.

MR JUNKIN: |I'’mjust waiting for everyone to
get their hard copy. About 90 percent of what |’ m going
to say today is nore or less a repeat of a briefing that
was brought to the ARP sonme two or three neetings ago
where we identified some of these issues. Today we're
trying to articulate themnore clearly, and I'I1l explain
why.

Basically, there is sone technical |anguage in
the rule that is specific to a degree that’s unnecessary
to define the requirenent, and in fact is specifying -- in
hi ndsi ght gi ven today’s technol ogy, it’'s specifying a
desi gn as opposed to a requirenent.

It’s because at the tine there was a m ndset
based on the current technology of course and certain
words were used that inplied the use of that technol ogy,
as opposed to the function that that technol ogy provides.
[l try to outline those for you today. It’s very
sinply. There's only about five or six words that are at
i ssue here, and I'|Il explain why we’'re bringing it up at

this tine.
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What we’re suggesting is that m nor changes to
the | anguage woul d all ow DOE to produce a better system at
a |l ower cost, basically because the design would be | ess
constrained. In sone cases, there nmay be better ways to
do things using newer technology that’'s cheaper and better
for the user, but because the |anguage is what it is, you
m ght be constrained fromusing that.

You coul d be appearing to violate the rule
when in fact the intent of the rule would be well net.

So, in short we think it's better for the end users, and
better for the waste fund if these constraints are
renoved.

Next chart. As you know, technol ogy has
changed dramatically. |’'ve just put sonme exanples on this
chart. There was client server at the tinme the rule was
witten, but it’s cone a long way since then. CD-ROMis
very prevalent as a distribution nediumfor inages as well
as full text.

There are other fornms of text beyond ASCI I
whi ch have becone quite standard. SGW being an exanpl e.
SGW is a |l anguage that captures not only the text, but
things like fonts and bol ding, and things that make text
nor e readabl e.

Graphi cal user interfaces al so existed at the

time of the rule, but they ve cone a |long way as have the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

38

tools that are used to devel op those graphical user
I nterfaces.

Basi cally, the | anguage reflects what was then
current in technology in sone cases rather than
i npl enent ati on i ndependent requirenents. In Cctober, '93,
the ARP was briefed on this, and our inpression is that it
was wel | received.

Ever ybody understood that we were basically
trying to help out the user as well as DOCE in devel opi ng
the systemin a nore tinely manner. But, there has not
been a deci sion today, and since we're at the point now of
devel opi ng the second | evel of the requirenent stock then
it would seem appropriate to bring this to the table.

So, I’mgoing to give you a short update on
the technol ogy constraining |language. 1’1l identify six
specific itens and solicit an on-the-record acceptance of
the recomendati ons to renove that | anguage. Qur hope is
that that will allow DOE to proceed with the LSS
requi renments docunment on the assunption that those
constraints will not cause that docunent to be rejected,
or the system based on that docunent to be rejected.

It’s inportant that we now codify it. | think
we're getting a little redundant here, and fromthe head
knowl edge, | think you're with ne on this. [It’s inportant

not to codify design issues, but to use technol ogy and
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neutral | anguage in specifying requirenents and that’s
basi cally what we’re saying here.

And if we constrain the technology -- an
exanple is the use of the word "termnals.” To many
people in the devel opnent conmunity, the word "term nal"”
inplies a dunb term nal mainfrane architecture, as well as
a character-based user interface as opposed to a graphi cal
user interface that you' d see in Wndows or Macl nt oshes,
that ki nd of thing.

That’s not necessarily good for the user in
nost people’ s opinion, and it would be better to use a
phrase |i ke "workstation" or sonething nore neutral than
"termnal . "

MR, SILBERG How do you know "workstation"”
won’t al so becone out noded four years from now?

MR, JUNKIN: That m ght not be the perfect
choice. W can tal k about specific words, but many in the
devel opnent conmunity who have read the rule, saw
"termnal" as being very specific.

MR, MURPHY: Wiy can’t that word be
interpreted very broadly to nean anything that is nost
current and nost practical as a neans of carrying out the
intent of the rule?

MR JUNKIN:  Yeah, | think now the answer to

that is probably sonmething for DOE and NRC to agree upon
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in terms of how the requirenents docunent will be viewed.
A |l ower |evel requirenents docunent does serve the purpose
of interpreting higher level requirenents, and if you both
agree -- | nean, that’'s really between the two agenci es as
to whether that’s an acceptabl e node versus a rul e change.
The inportant point is that DCE can’t be at
ri sk of not know ng whet her nmaking that assunption is
going to be a problem downstream So, however, the
agencies agree to resolve that is up to them
Basically, loss of flexibility is not a good
thing in systens design. |If there are commercia
solutions that can be integrated, or software that can be
reused in any way to achi eve the purposes of the LSS,
that's probably the fastest and | east expensive approach.
Specifically, the commercial off the shelf software.
Sof t war e devel opnent has changed a | ot since
the rule was witten, and nost software is devel oped by
I ntegrating comrercial products and basically building the
glue that ties themtogether. And so requirenent
speci fication has also changed. It needs to be flexible
to allow the use of the best avail able commercia
products.
| want to nmake clear that what we’'re not
recommending is that the LSSARP dictate a different

design. The fact that you m ght open the door to the use
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of client server or SGWL or even CDs as a nechani sm
doesn’t nmean that you're saying that’'s the way it should
be done. It sinply nmeans that’s an option.

It would nean that the rule is silent as to
specific inplenentation details |eaving the door open.

So, now, I’'ll get into the specifics. Nunber one, there’'s
a reference to dial up access. W believe the intent of
that is renote access. Dial-up inplies access by nodem
over a telephone line. It may well be that renote access
coul d be provided through higher -- with wi de area
networks, or a lot of different inplenentations.

Even CD distribution could turn out to be
beneficial to the user, particularly in terns of equi pnent
cost for accessing the data. |’ mnot suggesting that
these are the design. The design isn't there. Design
follows requirenents, doesn't precede it, but dial-up
access does inply a very specific inplenentation.

The use of ASCII was certainly intentional and
of course the intent of that was to assure that you're
using a text that will endure as to its readability and
usability in the long termaspects of this program
However, there are other standards that have becone w dely
accepted that may be beneficial in ternms of preserving

other information in the text. Fonts, bolding,
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underlying, things like that, that are better for the user
to see.

Agai n, not suggesting that you recommend SGWL
or any other text, but that you use a technol ogy user
phrase such as searchable text files instead of ASCII.
Kirk.

MR, BALCOLM |’mjust curious about the term
"searchabl e" as opposed to just text files or saying
"machi ne-readabl e" text files.

MR JUNKIN:  Well, the -- the intent there
was, you know, there are -- you could call a vendor
specific format such as a WrdPerfect file, a text file,
but you wouldn’t want to inplenment the LSS in a vendor
specific proprietary format. So, we wanted to --

MR. BALCOLM  How woul d searchable --

MR, JUNKIN: That nmay not be the best phrase
but the intent is not to specify ASCII, which is one
specific format.

MR, BALCOLM Ckay. [|I'mjust trying to think
when a text file wouldn’'t be searchabl e.

MR, JUNKIN: Well, you know, | think there are
certain formats of text files, particularly proprietary
formats that not all full text engines would handle well.
That has to really be asked in a format by format, search

engi ne by search engine basis. But, npbst commerci al
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full-text search engi nes today handl e the popul ar industry
and external standard format such as ASCIlI and SGWL and
anot her of others these days.

Again, sinply opening the door to that option,
| already nentioned term nal versus work station. Again,
whet her that is handled through interpretation in a
requi rements docunment or a rule change is between DCE and
NRC to deci de that.

But, the rule today to nost devel opnent
technol ogy people inplies a mainfrane dunb term na
approach, which is probably not desirable froman end user
standpoint. There are specific references to optical and
magnetic nedia, and you made the comment, Jay, that
sonet hing el se may cone along. This is a case where
sonet hing el se may cone al ong that nmay seem i nconcei vabl e
at this point but it would happen. 1It’s not unlikely that
there will be entirely different ways to store data five
years fromnow that we don’'t -- that would not be
characterized as optical or magnetic.

Agai n, |eaving the door open -- your own
requirenment is to store large anounts of information. How
you do that is an inplenentation decision. Ckay?

Now, the last two have to do with -- these are
really observations in the rule. And they have to do with

the fact that the rule requires -- both all ows and
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requi res el ectronic subm ssion of filings and ot her
things. It certainly describes an el ectronic environnent
in which the actions are taken.

However, there is |anguage in there as well
that infers -- | would call it a shadow system of paper
behind that. It may well be that the work that’ s been
done in electronic authorization wasn't as mature at the
time. | don’t know the reasons, but the suggestion is
here, if you're going to require the use of an electronic
system you m ght consider renoving the requirenent for a
shadow paper system

MR SILBERG Chip, as | renenber that, that
had sonmething to do with NRC requirenents for the docket.

MR. CAMERON: Yeah. That’s what | was going
to nention is, that at the tine because of where the
technol ogy was, the office of the secretary, and this is
one of John’s issues, the -- the office of the secretary
wanted to insure that there was a hard copy docket, and

that may have changed at this point.

But, in -- so, it'’s alittle bit different
than the other issues that you' ve raised. But, | think
that we still should take a look at it.

MR. JUNKI N: Yeah, one of the reasons for
bringing it up nowis we have -- there have been vari ous

conferences that NRC has participated in where it’s clear
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that they are noving in the direction of electronic
aut hori zati on, electronic subm ssion and encouragi ng that.
And we’'re sinply pointing out that the rule is very
specific in requiring paper in sonme cases.

MR, SILBERG That’'s not going to affect --

MR, MJURPHY: Correct ne if I’mwong here,
John, but that -- the NRCs views of the world in that
respect are going to change as the federal court’s rules
change. The reason for this originally was because the
NRC, the secretary’'s office is required in the case, or at
that tine, | don't know what the requirenents are today,
but at that tinme was required to deliver hard copy -- a
hard copy of the record to the Court of Appeals in the
case of any decision of the Conmm ssion which was appeal ed
to the Federal Circuit Court.

They couldn’t -- you couldn’t satisfy the
court system by saying, you know, go buy a conputer and
| ooking in the LSS. As that changes, everything changes.

MR, JUNKIN: That’'s right. And that has not
changed. W’ re approaching that point, and we should
watch for it to happen, but it has not happened yet.

MR, SILBERG This issue though isn’t going to
change the design of the system though.

MR JUNKIN:. Well, only in the sense of nunber

six. You're right that nunber five taken alone wl|l
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probably not inpact the design of the system at |east
it’s not clear howit would at this point. However,
there’'s

a -- to make the requirenent in nunber -- to nake the
suggestion in nunber five that we nove away fromthe paper
and have an electronic system that inplies that there
nmust be sone replacenent for the ink signature. There
must be a substitute for that. Electronic authorization
in other words, and you really can’t do one w thout the

ot her.

Again, we’'re sinply laying this on the table.
If the systemis to include electronic authorization, that
needs to be stated, because that is certainly sonething
that does affect the design of the system and there is
I nportant decisions to be nade as to inplenentation.

MR SILBERG Well, wouldn’t you want to have
that anyway? | nean, if -- normally the LSS is going to
see all these pleading docunents flowing in, and then a
paral |l el set of paper docunents, you know, one copy goes
to John, piles up nice and high on his desk. But, the
stuff that’s going in electronically would need sone sort
of an authorization. | thought that at |east was inplicit
and maybe explicit in the rule. | haven't |looked at it in

a long tine.
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MR JUNKIN: | think the issue here is that
there are many |l evels an forns of electronic
aut hentication, ranging everywhere fromtrusting a network
password, and sinply typing in a nane, all the way up to
full digital signature as expressed in standards |ike RSA
and the new federal standard for digital signature.

And where you call into that real mof things
depends on how you' re going to use those signatures. |If
you' re considering them |l egal signatures, that m ght
af fect how you inplenment the system

MR, MURPHY: Well, aren’t we really naking an
I ssue out of nothing here. | nean, doesn’t the rule nean,
whatever -- | don’'t recall the |anguage either. You know,
Jay and | are in the sane boat, but certainly it has to
read -- it has to nean, one signed paper copy if such a
si gned paper copy exists. | mean, the rule doesn’'t
require you to sign a piece of paper that you didn't
otherwise intend to sign in the first place.

MR JUNKIN: | believe, and | don’'t have the
| anguage in front of nme now, but | believe it specifically
tal ks about electronic filings, and then says that
electronic filing has to be followed up with a paper.

MR. SILBERG Yeah, filing --

MR, JUNKIN: So, the inplication of that is

that the -- and it is only an inplication, but the
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inmplication of that is that the electronic filing sonehow
doesn’t count in a |legal sense, and that’s what we're
trying to understand.

MR. MJURPHY: | understand that, but as the NRC
changes its basic rules of practice, independent from
subpart J, and allows for electronic filings w thout
following up with a paper signature, it seens to ne
subpart J would just be brought right along in the wake of
t hose changes.

MR, CAMERON: It’s just a question of timng.

I think that the general revision may be far behind this.

MR, MJURPHY: | nmean, as it stands right now,
we coul d change subpart J and it wouldn’t make any
difference. You can’'t get past John’s door w thout a

si gned copy of a pleadi ng.

MR, HOYLE: | think by the tinme we get to the
subm ssion of the application and the hearing, we' |l be
into a new node of operation. | think the -- we do have

to build into the LSS right now t hough, the
aut hentication, a signature authentication, because we
know that’s the way it’s going to go.

MR JUNKIN:. Right.

MR. HOYLE: Whiich nethod, | don’t know. W

haven’t heard all the nethods.
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MR JUNKIN: If it’s cut and dry right now
that, again, we’'re not comng -- pretending that they have
| egal expertise whatsoever. W’'re trying to understand if
there is a inplicit requirenment for this or not. If it’s
very clear that electronic authorization is not permtted
right now, then it’s a cut and dry issue, and we woul dn’t
be doing things |like building the federal digital
signature standard into the system But, we need to
anticipate -- we may need to antici pate, we nay need the
flexibility.

If you' re tal king about the rul es changi ng
hal fway through, the systemw || already be built. And
that’s why we’'re raising the issue.

MR SILBERG Well, if there is a federal
standard for electronic signature and it’s not going to
cost nmuch to put it into the systemat the begi nning, why
not put it in the systemat the beginning? Wat’'s the big
deal ?

MR, JUNKIN: Changi ng requirenents -- the
| ater requirenents are changed, the nore expensive they
are. That’s sinply a basic truism

MR SILBERG Well, that’s ny point. Wy not
put that -- if that is the federal standard now, why not

put it in now?
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MR JUNKIN:. Well, that really goes to the

poi nt of nunber six, where we don’t want to put sonething
into the systemthat is not explicit in the rule we don’'t

believe. And -- or put it into the requirenents. Put it

that way. That’'s not explicit in the rule. And if you --
it’s really not the inplenentor’s call

You know, if you' re convinced that digital
signature will be an accepted NRC node of operation two
years fromnow, you may decide that it ought to be in the
requi rements docunent. But we can’t make that call
That’'s certainly a |l egal issue, not a devel oper issue.

M5. NEWBURY: | think this is |like the OCR
issue. W -- that’s not a requirenent in the regulations
witten. W thought it was a good idea, so that is
i ncorporated as a requirenent. This is another possible

requi renment. Do you want this put into the systen? It’s

not in subpart J as now witten. |It’s not inplied in
subpart J.

MR SILBERG Well, it does say -- it says
parties and interested governnental participants wll be

required to use a password security code for the

el ectronic transm ssion of these docunents. Wy doesn’t
that give you all the flexibility you need to put in a
sensi bl e signature electronically? 1Isn’'t that what that

says?
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MR JUNKIN:. No, sir, I wuld say that a
digital signature and a password are not the sane thing.
MS. NEWBURY: So, if you all think this is a
good idea, we’'ll take it as a requirenent.
MR, MURPHY: But, they' re going to be whatever
the LSS adm nistrator says they are as a practical natter.
MR HARDWCK: If I could -- I’ m Roger
Har dwi ck here fromthe Technical Wrking Goup for the
ARP, and we’ ve tal ked about this issue and that is going
to be part of our presentation also is that if we start
I nterpreting subpart J, now the interpretations are going
to depend on who's doing the interpretation, what their
notivations are, and we're going to get into that a little

bit in our presentation, so if we want to postpone the

di scussion and -- working group, that mght be the right -
MR, MURPHY: Well, | don’t think we can

post pone the ultimate di scussion here. | don't know

what’'s --

MR. HARDW CK: The question is though, is the
interpretation of -- that subpart J needs to be
interpreted to actually (indiscernible) today’'s
t echnol ogy.

MR, MURPHY: Well, that’'s always true when

you' re working with a rule. | nean, that’s unavoi dabl e.
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MR. HARDW CK: And then the concern is, who
does the interpretation.

MR, MURPHY: Well, the ultimate interpretation
Is again -- again this is unavoidable. The interpretation
Is always the responsibility of the agency that has the
responsibility and authority to inplenment the rule, in
this case the NRC. It’s their rule.

MR. CAMERON: But, | think the next slide --
the next slide tal ks about trying to get a consensus from
the Advisory Review Panel on all of these changes. |
don’t know if this is sonmething -- a lot of this seens to
me to fall in the bailiw ck of the Technical Wrking G oup
because it deals with technol ogic ternms of technol ogy.

They coul d handl e perhaps taking a | ook at all
of it.

MR MURPHY: Well, | think it’s -- to nme at
| east, and maybe |’ m bei ng hypersensitive here, but to ne
it’s much nore significant than that, Chip. | -- as it
stands right now, I would certainly urge the Advisory
Revi ew Panel to work -- and | synpathize with all of these
poi nts you brought up. | nean, substantively, there' s --
you know, you’' re absolutely correct.

W may have built in design rigidity into this
system when we should have -- you know, been building in

design flexibility. But, | would urge us to interpret
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subpart J -- all of these requirenents in subpart J as
expressing a mninum an at |east standard so that, you
know, take the ASCI| text, and that nay be the biggest
probl em because there it is in bold, all caps, staring at
you. It says ASCII. It doesn’t say anything else.

But, | would recormend -- | would certainly
recommend that we say that nmeans ASCI|I or whatever else is
better that conmes along later on. And let ne give
everybody in as clear terns as | possibly can, the reason
for that.

| do not want, and I will not vote for a
recommendati on or a gui dance fromthe ARP recommendi ng the
NRC nmodify this rule. Not now and not ever. And Chip
knows why. The last -- when we negotiated this rule and
per suaded the NRC to adopt it, our bodies were not cold in
the grave before they reopened the rule, and our
experience with the first time the NRC reopened this rule
was, believe ne, not positive.

And | do not want the end -- this rule being
brought back to the floor as it were in the NRC, even for
t hese m nor housekeepi ng changes, out of fear that that
woul d open Pandora’s Box, and we woul d then have on the
table the typical guidelines. W’d have on the table the
ultimate i ssue of control and managenent of the LSS, so

that the new conm ssioners com ng on board m ght say
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"Well, no, it’s DOE's noney, the responsibility should
remain with DCE "

W woul d have on board the document retention
standards for DOE. W would reopen, you know, things that
we negotiated on the first day of the rule nmaking
negoti ati on for exanple. Things such as rel evancy and
privilege and things of that nature. | -- you know, |
know what your problemis and | synpathize with your
problem but | hope we can find a way, any way other than
reopening the rule to solve those probl ens, because --

MR JUNKIN:. Well, it may well be that this
statenment is specifying inplenentation rather than the
requirenment itself, in that as | stated as the begi nning
that the key thing here is that Departnent of Energy needs
to have firm well-understood requirenents in order to
build a system and they need to be nailed down and solid,
and they need to reduce the risk, or minimze the risk
that those requirenents are uncl ear, m sunderstood, and
wi Il therefore change hal fway through the design and
devel opnent .

So, whether that’s done by a rule change or
sonme ot her mechanism as long as it’s joined, they agree
to it between the agencies, the issue is not how, the
i ssue is reducing the risk of changi ng requirenents,

because it gets very, very expensive, inpacting both cost
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and schedul e as requirenments change, and the |ater they
change, the worse it is.

MR, MURPHY: Yeah. | couldn’t agree with you
nmore. | just -- | -- but because of our historica
experience, the one and only tinme this rule was opened, |
cannot support reconmmending to the NRC that they reopen
the rul e because of ny fear that it would -- that they
woul d start renoving nore than just the word ASC |

MR, JUNKIN:. The inmredi ate issue is as DOE
proceeds to the devel opnent of the next phase of the
requi rements docunent, can they proceed on the assunption
that a nore | ooser interpretation of those issues as you
just stated before would be in effect. Because if they
make that assunption on their own wi thout this board --

MR, MURPHY: Well, they -- the NRC gives
gui dance to the regulated community constantly w t hout

changing its rules. There's new regs, there’' s reg guides.

There’'s -- also the topical guidelines are going to a reg
guide. W could put out a reg guide on ASCII. It doesn't
really mean ASCII. It neans sonething el se.

M5. NEVMBURY: In this case Mal, with the
LSSARP here, and with the reg as witten, it says that we
wi Il inplenment requirenents that are based on the
consensus of the LSSARP. So, can we get consensus from

the LSSARP that we can use non technol ogically specific
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| anguage in witing our requirenents and devel opi ng the
syst enf

MR, MURPHY: | should certainly hope so. |
should certainly hope so. | nmean, | don’t think -- if we
wrote design rigidity into this rule, then we nade a
m stake. | nmean, | don’t think any of us neant to do
t hat .

MR. CAMERON: | think that we can deal with
these issues without a rule change. Although not all of
themfall in he same category. For exanple, the hard copy
docket requirenent nay be different. | understand what
you' re sayi ng now about what happened the last tine the
rul e was changed, but | would just hope that if there
conmes a tinme when we need to do a rule change, there is no
way around it and it’'s a rule change that’s going to
benefit all of us in terns of the system that at |east we
can have a conversation about doing that, and provi de sone
assurances about what we’'re -- what we intend when we

undert ake that rul e change.

MR, MURPHY: Well, | -- | understand that, you
know, there -- sonme things are outside of our -- or beyond
our control. |I’mjust saying that, you know, as tine

passes, nmaybe that nmenory will dim but as it stands right

now, certainly the NRC may -- it can always change its own
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rules, but that doesn’t nean I'’mgoing to be required to
smle while they're doing it.

MR. HOYLE: Brad.

MR METTAM | want to ask C audia a question.
We had a conversation after the | ast neeting about the
Departnment’s current plan to create docunents
el ectronically, convert theminto paper and then scan them
in, to create the electronic image, and | was expressing
my frustration and trying to figure out why they wanted to
do it that way.

Are these kinds of changes ai ned at making
that process work without the interimstep of hard copy
and then OCR? O is this not approaching that?

MR, JUNKIN: None of the specific
recommendati ons we have nmade pertain to that particul ar
pr ocess.

MS. NEWBURY: This refers probably nore to the
fact that you have to have a signature. Therefore, you
woul d have to scan it back into the system Hopefully we
woul d be smart enough to have the text already there and
we would just scan and relate the signature inmage to the
text that was created electronically, wouldn't we?

MR, SILBERG But, nobst of your docunents
don’t have si gnatures.

MS5. NEWBURY: That's true.
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MR, MURPHY: You know, | think is really a --

MS. NEWBURY: But, the records packages
related to this all do.

MR SILBERG | nean, | -- renenbering years
back, | had thought and | guess |’ve been surprised in the
| ast couple of neetings to hear that DOE is not yet
capturing docunents el ectronically, because | thought we
were told two or three years ago that they were starting
to do that, and | guess |’ m befuddl ed by why not hi ng al ong
those |ines has happened yet.

MS. NEWBURY: Maybe we shoul d put together
sonething to explain all that to you.

MR, SILBERG You probably should. | think
there is a consensus of the group that we -- we’d be just
tickled pink, if, you know, DCE would not feel itself
bound by the technologically limting words, you know, we
foolishly put into part 2, subpart J. |Is that a fair --

MR, MJURPHY: If we need to, would you be
willing to make that as a formal notion, Jay? 1’1l be
happy to second it.

MR. SILBERG So noved.

MR. MJURPHY: Second it.

MR. HOYLE: Al in favor?

UNI SON:  Aye.
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MR, HOYLE: Okay. | wll put together a

|l etter and have it reviewed. 1'I]l get you a letter
MS. NEWBURY: Thank you. | appreciate it.
MR SILBERG | don’'t share Mal’'s paranoia

about the --

MR, MURPHY: You won last time. O course you
don’t share ny paranoia. They adopted your rule changes
you stiff.

MR FRISCHVAN. In line with that, | think it
needs to be understood that we specifically are not
endorsing this recommendati on.

M5. NEWBURY: Correct.

MR. SILBERG \What is --

MS. NEWBURY: | was going to ask about it.
That’s not technol ogy-specific |anguage, so that’s not --

MR, DI CKERSON: In the past, what we’ ve shown
you for the LSS schedule are tinelines and nmjor
acconpl i shnments in the future, and what |’ve had in mnd
to show you today in terns of the LSS schedule was nore in
the spirit of the presentation that we’ve been making in
the sense that these are the things that are going on,
these are where we’'re spending our tinme, and the things
we're trying to bring to a close, and I want to identify
those near and mdtermthings that we're trying to bring

to a cl ose.
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MR, SILBERG Are there -- do you have

handouts of these things?

MR, DI CKERSON:  Yeah.

MR. SILBERG Any idea where they m ght be?

MR. DI CKERSON: They were on the table back
there. They seemto be exhaust ed.

MR. SILBERG They were exhausted a long tine
ago.

MR, DI CKERSON: The first item| have up here
is identification of the LSS option, in that the Techni cal
Wor ki ng G oup had identified a nunber of options and
recommended one to DOE in terns of pursuing the LSS, and
so we are concerned about a decision being made rel ative
to that option.

The next two bullets then follow along in that
sanme class, in that we’ve been tal ki ng about the Phase |
functional requirenents, and the concern that we have to
bring those to a close near term and we al so then want to
i mredi ately pick up the Phase Il functional requirenents
and bring those to a tinely conclusion so we know what
this systemis going to look like, and in particular we
can go ahead with the third bullet up there, the analysis
of the benefits and cost which lead us to the build and

buy deci sion.
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And so | would sort of draw a line there in
ternms of those things all being inmediate priority.

Today, you’'re going to be hearing sonething about headers,
and that gives us background in terns of the preparation
for the OCRAM records nmanagenent system beginning their
reprocessing of their docunents, and tonorrow, Dave w ||
be tal ki ng about the inclusion/exclusion tenplates that
are used for DOE, or OCRAMin ternms of howit’s putting
things into that.

It’s going to be giving you a broader picture
of the records managenent system |[|’ve already described
to you the funding process for the LSS operations, or
where we stand in that, and | had put down there the
bull et mechanics. | think all that’'s well in hand, and so
we’'ve got to nove ahead with institutional approval, and
we have the background to do that now It’s a matter of
getting the decision nenorandum staffed and through the
appropri ate channel s.

|’ve al so put down there near and m dterm
i npl enentati on plans, which are nore than just plans for
the future. It’s a matter of identifying specifically who
has actions for various things and we’'re going to be
wor ki ng that very hard.

Now, | have sone nore itens on the next foil

and you' re going to be hearing one of these el enents today
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in ternms of today or tonorrow. Site for the LSS
operations. Were is the LSS going to be situated? And
part of the concern about that is that we’'re inplenenting
funding for operation of the LSS. There may very well be
fundi ng requirenents that we have to plan for for that
siting activity al so, which perhaps we want to get under
t he sane unbrella

And then the NRC/ DCE nmenorandum of
under st andi ng per the statenent of the suppl enentary
i nformation, and that we nove forward with that, and then
| have put up here, proceed with rule changes and that’s
been overtaken by your discussion of the last few m nutes.

So, these are going to be the things that
we're going to be going full steamon, near term and
you' re going to be hearing nore about them at the next ARP
nmeet i ng.

MR, SILBERG \What's the suppl enentary
I nf or mati on?

MR. DI CKERSON:  Suppl enentary i nformation
under part 1011 had directed, if -- that’'s probably too
strong a word for supplenentary information. That’s
advi sed -- you know, DOE and NRC to cone together for a
menor andum of understanding relative to subpart J and the

i npl enent ation thereof, and there have been a coupl e of
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tries to do this, and nothing had cone to close. And that
I s another issue that needs to cone up

MR, LEVIN. Fielden, are there any dates you
can give us for any of these activities?

MR. DI CKERSON:  Yes, sir. Unh-huh.

MS. NEWBURY: Let ne give a copy -- we’'re in
the process of rebaselining right now And in doing that,
what we’'re trying to do is tie our schedules to budgets to
the license application date. The two near term dates
that | think are pretty crucial is we need the LSSARP s
review and currents on the Phase | functional requirenents
docunent .

We have a finish date of 23 March, 95, or My
'95, 23, May '95 for that. And we will begin devel opi ng
our Phase |1, the lower tier functional requirenents
begi nning the 12th of April. So, really we would like to
have any coments prior to the 12th of April on the | evel
1 functional requirenents to fold into the begi nning of
our |evel 2 decisions.

MR. MJURPHY: G ve ne that date again, C audia,
you want comments on that by when?

MS. NEWBURY: | would like to have them prior
to the 12th of April. | have to have them before the 23rd

of May or I will not consider them |Is that --
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MR, MJURPHY: And that’s just on |level 1,
right?

M5. NEWBURY: That’'s on the level 1
requirenents.

MR, MURPHY: Ckay.

MR, LEVIN. Wen do you expect to be done, or
at | east have the first cut of the Phase Il functional
requi renment s?

MS. NEWBURY: The Phase |l are supposed to be
conpl eted or devel oped by the 15th of June which is why
I’d like to have any comments on the level 1 as quickly as
possi bl e.

MR. HOYLE: Let ne ask a question of Roger.
I's the working group going to recommend anyt hi ng today?

MR, HARDW CK:  Yes.

MR, HOYLE: Okay. On the |evel 1.

MR, DI CKERSON: Ckay. Now, I'Il get you that
i nf or mati on.

MR. M TCHELL: | have a recommendation. Sone
of these docunents are not naking its way towards this
end. In the future, is it possible that sone procedure
could be in place so that the panel nenbers could be
assured that they have all the docunents? | believe at

the last neeting, we also had the sanme probl em where we



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

65

were runni ng back and forth to a table | ocated sonepl ace
el se to get docunents.

MR, HOYLE: Lloyd, I'll take care of that.

MR, MURPHY: | may be junping ahead until
tonorrow here, but what do we need to decide or affirmor
gi ve gui dance on with respect to the location of the LSS?

MR, HOYLE: Where is it going to be? | nean
there’s sone tacit understandi ng, but what will be
presented is a little bit of a history about that tacit
understanding, and | -- you' Il be asked to sinply --
approval or denial, or pick a place.

MR. MJURPHY: Las Vegas versus D.C., we're
tal ki ng about, right? | nean, we’re not -- you re not
asking us to --

MR. SILBERG Mam or --

MR. HOYLE: Yeah.

MR. BALCOLM John, are we headed into the
wor ki ng group on the header?

MR HOYLE: Yes.

MR. BALCOLM Before we do that, can | raise
one issue? | want to go back to what we started the
nmeeting with, which was the funding nechanism And | have
to say I'mincredibly disappointed that the Departnent

deci ded that none of the options other than going to
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Congress every year for an appropriation with a line item
was an appropriate nethod of funding it.

| think that’s incredi bly dangerous, and
probably al ong sonme of your -- you know, all of the work
that will have been done up to that point will be for not
because Congress for whatever reason, and | agree with Ml
that you really can’'t predict what they' re going to do --

MR. DI CKERSON: All of our funding is on one
year, Brad.

MR. BALCOLM | knowit is. | know, but if --
you know, we have heard M. Zelen say, you know, no LSS,
no |icense, which nakes it a priority in the Departnent’s
budget that they can’'t -- you know, if it’'s aline item
Congress doesn’t necessarily have that priority. Congress
could just as well say, "Well, we’'ll cut it in half
because we’'re cutting everybody in half this year." |
think it -- it exposes it to two great a risk.

M5. NEWBURY: Brad, we’'re in -- we have to
appropriate -- if we are going to appropriate the noney,
we have to appropriate the noney, and Congress is going to
give us a set anmount. By putting it -- and that |eaves us
in the position now, all right, how do we get that noney
to the NRC? In all the other nechanisns we | ooked at, we
have oversight responsibility for the people who are

overseeing us, and that seens kind of convol uted.
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I nmean, now we have to wite things that says,
"Are you operating the LSS in accordance with our
agreenents,” when actually it’s their responsibility.

MR. CAMERON: And even -- it doesn’t get our -
- you don’t get around the basic problem

MR, BALCOLM |If Congress did not want it to
be in LSS, they could wite it in the appropriations
| anguage saying, "W don’t want you to spend any of this
noney on the LSS and that would be the end of it." Ckay?
But, for every year for themto have to make this sort of
advi sably consci ous decision --

MR, SILBERG Wy does it have to be -- why
does it have to be aline itemto be LSS? Wy can't it
just be part of the nuclear-raised fund noney that gets
noved from DCE to NRC every year?

M5. NEWBURY: Because there has to be a
mechani smto nove it.

MR, SILBERG There isn't any -- why does it
have to be a separately identified line that -- opposed to
just -- you know, in that 15 million, $20 mllion,
whatever it is, there’s now an extra mllion.

MR, DI CKERSON: No, no, no. There is not any
noney that gets noved from DOE to NRC.

MR CAMERON: We do our own.
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MR. DI CKERSON: They have their own

appropriation.

MR, CAMERON: We don’t get our noney from DOCE
anynor e.

MR. SILBERG but it cones out of the Nuclear
Waste Fund, doesn’'t it?

MR. CAMERON: Right.

MS. NEWBURY: But, in a separate appropriation
for the NRC

MR SILBERG Wy can’t it cone out of the
Nucl ear Waste Fund like it does for this noney?

MR. DICKERSON: It will cone out of the
Nucl ear WAste Fund.

MR, SILBERG Wy does it have to go through
DCE?

MR, DI CKERSON: Because --

MR SILBERG Wy can’t it just be part of
NRC s regul ar noney?

MR, MURPHY: Because when we were negotiating
the rule. The NRC wanted to play this little shell gane,
so that their budget wouldn’t |ook big, and DOE s budget
woul d. That’'s the only reason we did it. |
mean, they won it.

MR, CAMERON: Just let ne say that we wouldn’t

agree with the characterization -- but, | don't think -- |
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think we’re naking a -- personally, | think that we’'re
maki ng a probl em of sonmething that isn't a problem If
DOE is wlling to do this, and if any request for
appropriations whether it’s NRC or DCE is going to have to
be approved by Congress, then why not do it?

W' re al ways subject to the vagaries of the
appropriations process. | don't see --

MR SILBERG  Except --

MR, CAMERON: -- | really don't see any way
el se around it.

MR SILBERG It seens to ne if youit as a
specific itemas opposed to part of a particul ar package,
you' re just highlighting that item and at sone point,
someone may scratch their head and say, "You know, here’s
a piece of pork, let’s get rid of this one."

MR. CAMERON:  You can put it under tel ephone
and ot her communi cations. Like that.

MS. NEWBURY: That's kind of |ow on our budget
pyre.

MR. FRI SCHVAN: Let’s renenber that the LSS is
really only there for the purposes of those who want a
very fast licensing procedure. |If the Congress decides
they're not going to fund the LSS, all is not lost. The
applicant still has a responsibility.

MR MJRPHY: That's true.
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MR. FRISCHVAN. So, it seens to ne that it
woul d be very inportant to DOE to maybe make sure that
they got that appropriation above their public relations
appropriation.

MR, MJURPHY: That’'s true. That's absolutely
true.

MR, FRISCHVAN. So, it's really the -- the
burden is on DOE, and if Congress doesn’t want to pay for
the LSS, and DCE still have to put together a workable
dat abase for a license application, then so be it.

MS. NEWBURY: Well, DOE will be devel oping the
LSS. There's -- we have that part funded. Wat we're
arguing is the operation -- or discussing is the operation
and mai ntenance portion of it when it is the NRC s
dat abase now. It is no longer DOE's. And the nethod that
we can transfer noney w thout assum ng oversi ght of that
noney’s use. W don’t want to oversee how the LSS is
oper ated and mai nt ai ned.

MR, MURPHY: No, you're absolutely correct in
that Caudia. And that is precisely the reason why the
state and | ocals now get direct paynents rather than
grants, because we all conpl ai ned about --

MS. NEWBURY: That's right.

MR, MURPHY: -- having DOE oversee us when we

were the overseers of DOE. Precisely the sane, and it
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woul d be no better in that circunstance than it was in our
circunstance. But, what Steve is saying is that the
reason -- and | think there are two reasons for the LSS,
one being to allow us -- to give us a chance to effect
that we participate in this process without the staffs
that both you and the NRC have.

The second reason and overriding reason is to
give -- is to allow sone possibility at |east that the
| i censing process can be conducted within three years.
So, it’s -- you know, Steve's point is perfectly valid.
It’s up to DOE, and | would add, Steve, the NRC to go up
there and persuade Congress to keep funding the NRC --
fundi ng the LSS.

DOE needs it because you want to have your
| icense as quickly as you can get it, after you finally
get around to applying for one. The NRC needs it it seens
to nme because that’s the only way, | think -- and I’'m
still convinced of this, it’s the only way you coul d
possi bly neet a three year licensing deadline, and w t hout
the LSS you' re exposing yourself, I'"mtalking to John and
Chip and Mbe now, and really I'mtalking to the chairman -
- without the LSS, the NRC is exposing thensel ves to being
beat en around the head and ears by Congress for failing to
issue a license -- or failing to nake a |licensing decision

within three years, which the act requires.
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So, it -- | nmean, 90 percent of the reason for
the LSS is to benefit the NRC and DOE, and if they -- if
the secretary and the chairman can’t go to Congress and
per suade Congress that the LSS is worth the noney, there
ain"t nothing we can do about it. Not today or not ever.

MR. HOYLE: Unless there's further
di scussion --

MR, MJURPHY: Wth the help of the utilities,
of course, Jay.

MR, HOYLE: Let’'s proceed then to working
group reports. So, Roger, | guess yours is first.

MR, HARDWCK: Well, as | said, |’ m Roger
Har dwi ck, Chai rman of the LSSARP Techni cal Working G oup,
ot herwi se known as the TWG  And before | get started,
woul d like to take an opportunity to introduce everybody
that’s on the group, and so that when you decide you're
going to beat us up after ny presentation, that you can
beat themup too. So I'll start off with the cl osest one.
Dan Grazer of the NRCis in our working group. Stand up
and show yoursel f. Everybody knows Dan al ready.

SPEAKER: Stand up and expose yourself.

MR. HARDW CK: Tom Nartker from UNLV. Thanks,
Tom Kirk Balcomwth the State of Nevada is also a
menber of our working group. John Gandi with the

Departnment of Energy and we’ ve been up here -- Fielden
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D ckerson with the M & O Contractors. And did | mss
anybody? There’s another UNLV representative of industry,
Kazem Taghva that runs the Information Science Research
Institute at UNLV, and | think that's it.

So -- and | would invite any of the Techni cal
Wor ki ng G oup nenbers as | give this presentation, if |I’m
wrong, off base or there's anything m ssing here, junp in
and slow ne down. | handed out -- what | handed out to
the group and 1’1l put on the table back here is basically
a list of all the technical work group nenbers, their
addr ess, phone nunber and everything that you d want to
know about it because one of our charters is to conpile
i nformation, and interpret it, pass it on to the panel so
we’'re open for gathering information from anybody.

And al ong those lines, we’ve also created an
Internet address for the Technical Wrking Goup that
anybody that has access to Internet can send mail, or
docunents, or anything they want to the Techni cal Wrking
G oup. And there’s a handout with that address on it. |
wi Il put that back on the table and the panel has the
varyi ng notes.

The first thing we want to do is the handout |
gave you guys was the -- sone of the issues we'd like to

tal k about. | know on the agenda it says that what we're
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doing in this particular position was the function
requi rements docunent review for an hour and 15 m nutes.

Wiat 1'd |like to do is be able to take the
opportunity to go over just briefly all the activities of
the Techni cal Working G oup, and which includes a
functional requirenents docunent review. And I will stil
conplete it before the allotted tinme; hopefully a | ot
before the allotted tine.

One of the first things I'd like to do also is
to pass around the charter. And | think everybody on the
panel has a copy of the charter of the working group. And
for the benefit of the audience, | will put sone on the
table in fact. Let ne just take a second and read it, and
this has been through several iterations and several
revi ew peopl e, and the Technical Wrking Goup was hoping
that at this neeting of the panel they could get sone
initial blessing that says yeah, you go ahead and do this.

Excuse nme. Let ne take a second and read it:
"The LSSARP Technical Wrking Goup is organized as a
subcommttee of the LSS Advi sory Review Panel to
facilitate the techni cal understandi ng of panel nenbers on
topi cs concerning LSS design, devel opnent and operation.
Upon the request of the panel, the Technical Wrking G oup
wi || provide assistance in identifying, gathering

i nformati on on and expl aining the technical aspects of



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

75

topi cs under consideration by the panel. The Techni cal
Wrking Goup will report on its activities at panel
nmeetings. "

And that basically isit. So all we are is,
as | said, a gatherer of information, and an interpreter
I n sone cases, and a presenter of that information to the
panel .

MR, HOYLE: Let ne stop at this point and --

MR HARDW CK:  Sure.

MR, HOYLE: -- ask the nenbers whether they
want to discuss that at all or argue it, or in agreenent
with the | anguage.

MR, STATLER:  Sounds good.

MR, HOYLE: Ckay. We have a consensus on
t hat .

MR, HARDW CK: Good. Thank you very nuch.
And as | -- you notice in the other handouts, one of the
things that we did, we’'ve had three neetings since its
i nception and since the last ARP neeting. Two were
face-to-face neetings; the nost recent being yesterday.
That’s why ny handouts are -- | don’t have overheads and
all the fancy handouts because they wouldn’t let ne out of
there until late last night. So three -- two neetings and
one was vi deo tel econference which DOE nmade avail abl e

their video teleconference equipnent with the East Coast,
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and that worked out great. That was about a three hour
nmeeting that went without a hitch so I'’mreally becomng a
believer in that video tel econference because |'mreally
against traveling. So that was -- we appreciate that and
we appreciate the use of the equi pnent.

One of the things we did in our first neeting
was the NRC had handed out this Comm tnents Docunent for
everybody to review, so in the Technical Wrking G oup
nmeeting we reviewed that, provided sonme comrents, infornmal
coments on this Comm tnents docunent, and those were very
wel |l received. There was a brief discussion and it went
no further because it’s a real good start docunent and we
figured -- we felt that with the comments inpl enented and
where the directions were going on that, that every
confidence that things were going to nove along there
so -- and | know there’s going to be a presentation on
t hat docunment sonetine during this neeting.

The LSS functional requirenents docunent
review, as | said, we had that for about a nonth, and
basically the overall opinion, and correct nme anybody in
the group that’s wong, was that it’'s a very good first
shot; a very good foundation to begin to do the system
desi gn requirenents, the Phase | requirenents.

The conclusion that it cane to was that as we

had nmentioned earlier, that what the Phase | requirenents
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were doing was an interpretation of subpart J, and sone of
the questions that came up, or concerns that came up in
the group were that that interpretation was subject to who
was doi ng that.

What the Technical Working Goup would like to
do woul d be able to have a shot at doing -- working with
Phase | -- devel oping the Phase | requirenments and submt
themto DOE for review and comment, and the NRC for review
and comment .

The background -- | don’t know if you know the
peopl e that are on the Technical Wrking Goup but it
totals over a hundred years of systens design experience,
pl us sonme very uni que experience in |litigation support
system which is systens which is just unheard of in the
country alnost. So we really feel there’s the expertise
there to be able to do a good first shot at Phase |
requirenents.

And as you know, as a nenber of the Techni cal
Wrking Goup is John Gandi so he would certainly have his
two cents of say init. Wat we'd |like to recommend is
that it’s a very good first shot at the docunent. W're
pl anning a neeting on April 17th and 18th in Denver, you
know, if the panel approves and gives us direction to do
this, to do just that, and basically conme up with the

Phase | requirenents.
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Now t he Phase | requirenents the DOE has in
their docunent are just, you know, adequate in sone areas,
really great and nore than adequate in other areas, and
totally mssing the point in other areas, or just too
vague, you know, which you would expect in a first shot at
this. So | don’'t know what the reaction to that -- what
you -- John’s never heard this before because he m ssed
our neeting before, so what do you think, John?

MR, GANDI: That’s what happens.

MR, HARDW CK:  Huh?

MR GANDI: 1'd like to converse nore with you
on that subject.

MR HARDWCK: Of line -- okay. Wll, that’'s
the other thing we’'d like to do is nake ourselves as the
Techni cal Wbrki ng G oup avail abl e t hroughout these two
days worth of neetings for any kind of coments and
di scussion or question to -- because as you m ght suspect
when we get a group like this together, we don't just --
we solve all the world problens. W don’'t just solve LSS
probl ens, you know, so it’s -- we’ve certainly considered
tal ki ng about many things that are perhaps not in our
charter.

MR GANDI: | think, Roger, it’s inportant to
recogni ze the Phase | requirenents was an interpretation

of 10 CF.R 2, and the basic portion of it --
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MR HARDW CK:  Yes.

MR, GANDI: -- was not intended to go any
farther than that.

MR. HARDW CK: Yeah. And that -- we recognize
that, and we recogni ze that was what the intent on that
Phase Il1. But if there's going to be problens with
interpretation at Phase | which should be the easiest --

MR. GANDI :  Uh- huh.

MR HARDWCK: -- interpretation, imagine the
problens we’'re going to have if we get into Phase I, and
it’s a nore conplex, detailed design interpretation, you
know. That’s why it’s worthwhile now to take the tinme and
get a good solid set of Phase | requirenments that the NRC,
DCE and the NRC Government can all live with, and then
take that and it’ |l nake the next step a | ot easier.

MS. NEWBURY: But you heard nme give the dates
on our schedul es, so you would have the April 12th and May
23rd deadlines for anything that we’'re going to do --

MR, HARDW CK: We woul d propose --

MS. NEWBURY: -- because if we don't --
MR. HARDW CK: Yeah.
M5. NEWBURY: -- if we don't make those, we're

not going to nake the LSS schedul e.
MR, HARDWCK: Well, we would propose in the

makeup of the Technical Wrking Goup, and again this is



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

80

just me speaking, and |I'’m nmaking a reconmendation to the
panel, not to the DOE or to anything el se, but the
Technical -- the nmakeup of the Technical Wrking G oup has
a representative of NRC, and a representative of DOE, and
two representatives of the State, and a representative of

i ndustry. And we woul d propose that we could do that in a
one session review. W could cone up with a list of, and
edit for nodification or review of your |ist of Phase |
requi rements at our April 17th neeting in Denver, and at
the end of that neeting we would have that list. And
nobody woul d | eave the roomuntil everybody agreed to it,
so that’s -- | nmean this is just what we were thinking.
You know, if we're way out of line, nowis the tinme to
tell us. W’re just trying to facilitate getting this
thing to nove forward.

M5. NEWBURY: 1'd like to followthat a little
but further and see where that would | ead ne, because that
woul d be your -- again your functional requirenents. And
now i f those are additional beyond what was in our
interpretation of 10 CF. R 2, or if we can’'t find them
directly in subpart J, that would require the LSSARP s
consensus- - MR HARDW CK:  Yes.

MS. NEWBURY: -- before we put it into the
requi renments docunents, and what tinme are we talking

about ?
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MR, HARDWCK: Well, and that’s a real good
point. |I’mglad you brought that up because it nost
certainly will -- we agreed as we went through and
revi ewed the functional requirenents docunent, we agreed
t hat perhaps sone of the | anguage was generic for the days
that it was witten and was no | onger appropriate, and
some of the design things that were nentioned there were
not. And we also cane to the conclusion that it was not
the intent of the negotiated rules to put those kinds of
restrictions on. However, the experience and background
of the people on the ARP -- | nean on the Techni cal
Wor ki ng G- oup, everybody canme up with the very sane
consensus as now and said there’s no way we’'re going to
change the rules. You know, that’s just not sonething
that’'s going to happen, and if it’s antiquated |anguage,
we're going to have to find a way to work around it.

Well, the functional requirenents basically is
doing that. Wat it does is it interprets the 10 CF. R 2
requi renments in the Phase | requirenents which are the
hi ghest | evel system design requirenents. And that’s the
way that you inplenent it fromthe rule, but the problem
there is that what you're doing is you're interpreting
this | anguage, you know, from several years ago into
today’ s technol ogy and, you know, that’s where you get

into differing opinions as to what’s the best sol ution.
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And so that was why we really felt strongly that we wanted
to participate and have a shot at comng up with, you
know, a set of Phase | requirenments based on 10 CF. R 2,
and based on your functional requirenents that would in
fact be sonething the NRC could live with, the DOE could
live with, and the panel coul d approve.

Because is that the nornmal process with these?
Is -- are the -- is your functional requirenent docunent
going to have to be approved by the panel ?

MS. NEWBURY: | don’t believe so. W’ ve got
the responsibility for design and devel opnent of the LSS.
What the rule says is that if there any additional things
that you want to put in the LSS that is not part of what’s
in subpart J is that you have to get consensus fromthe
Goup. And if I"'mwong in ny interpretation of subpart
J, sonebody yell at ne and tell nme so.

MR. CAMERON: Wy don’t --

MS. NEWBURY: |I'mtrying to find it.

MR. CAMERON: | don’t know where that |ast
part came from Maybe you're referring to what we did
this norning. But if you' re talking -- you know, the
LSSARP i s an advi sory panel not just to the LSS
Adm nistrator, but to the Departnment of Energy --

MS. NEWBURY: Right. 1’'ve got it.
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MR, CAMERON: -- and | think that you should

be | ooking to the ARP for advice on your functional
requi renments docunent.

MS. NEWBURY: Right. It says the DCE shal
I npl enent consensus advice fromthe LSSARP that is
consistent with the requirenents of this subpart, so we
have to inplenent it during design and devel opnent.

MR. CAMERON: Right.

MS. NEWBURY: So what |I'msaying is that if
there are additional functional requirenents that we
haven't picked out of this --

MR, HARDW CK: And we’re not saying where
they' re identifying additional functional requirenents.
W' re saying that the interpretation in sone cases i S soO
vague, | don’'t have a copy of it in front of ne, is so
vague that it could be anything. And the argunent -- not
the argunment, but the response back is this is supposed to
be the easiest to define, the Phase | requirenents.

The Phase Il requirenents and | think you’l
agree, are going to be a real bear to -- to get a
consensus so you’'ve got to be as specific as you can in
the Phase | requirenments in doing systemdesign. And this
I's based on many years of experience in system design, not

only nyself but other people on the Technical Wbrking
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Group. That was our opinion, and it’'s -- there’s no
noti vation there other than a good solid systens design

MR. CAMERON: Is the main issue here one of
timng, because | don't think that we should get really
excited about things that --

M5. NEWBURY: That’'s a --

MR, CAMERON: -- we’'re projecting in ternms of
what the working group is going to come up with. W may
want to wait and see what that is, but it is part of your
concern, is the timng issue.

M5. NEWBURY: |’ m concerned about tinme because
t hey have what we think is the answer, and we coul d
proceed with that if you had additional advice of things
that we need to incorporate or other things we need to do.
| need to get consensus fromthis group if we're going to
do it.

MR. HARDW CK: Well, one of the anal ogi es that
was used in --

MS. NEWBURY: And |’ve got a nonth.

MR. HARDW CK: One of the anal ogies that was
used in defining what the Phase | requirenents are to the
LSS was that it was the constitution, and that neans that
it is the baseline; it is the basic design docunent.
Everything refers back to it. You don’t do a Phase |

requi rement unless it’s in a Phase | requirenent.
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MS. NEVBURY: Right.

MR. HARDWCK: So therefore, that nmakes it an
even nore inportant docunment, and you know, if -- and
perhaps it takes such a tine to do it that’s -- it’s our
opinion it’s a worthwhile investnent. Anybody on the
group here if they disagree with what |’ m saying --

MR, BALCOM Yeah. No, I'd like to respond a

little bit about see -- seeing the problemw th seeing
Level | requirenments tied directly to a paragraph in the
subpart J. | had a little bit of difficulty seeing how

the LSS-1 words were actually able to cone out of the
C. F. R |l anguage.

The -- in other words, the -- it didn't seem
to follow necessarily for ne. That was -- that was one
i ssue that cane up fromtine to tine. The other one was |
kept | ooking for a commobn sense system here, and to
devel op Level | requirenents to sinply get the done given
the experience of industry and people building |arge
di scovery types of databases, and then having cone up with
that set of fairly generic requirenents, make sure 10
CFR fitsintoit, but also nake sure that it’'s cost
effective; that it’s not so onerous that it would, you
know, J wouldn’t be able to, you know, couldn't carry al

the noney in his pockets.
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And so, it would just seemto ne that the --
that the | ogical steps here were a little hard to foll ow,
and that | think it would have nmade nore sense to ne if |
could have seen a full -- and | know -- | know the
ci rcunst ances under which this had to be put together and
witten and everything. And we thought as a group if we
could sinply help you with sonme nore fundanental generic
requi renments based on our experience. And will see them
certainly as a way to help you shortcut, you know, a
potential problem of having you deliver us sonething which
we just didn't |ike, but getting everybody together to do
this ahead of tine.

MR, HOYLE: Having heard the DOE schedul e and
appeal that it be nmet, can the -- is it possible for the
Working G oup to neet before April the 18th?

MR. HARDW CK: The 17t h.

MR. HOYLE: The 17th.

MR HARDWCK: | would -- we didn’'t consider
an earlier date, but --

MR, HOYLE: Perhaps you could --

MR, HARDWCK: -- | could certainly get
together and -- you know, if you guys think this is as
good idea and worthwhile effort, it -- the Technica

Wrking Goup is willing to conmt to these two days worth

of dedicated effort towards this, and that conmt that at
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the end of it we would have a series of Phase |

requi renment reconmmendations. Now you don’t have to take
themif you don’t want them but we’'re just saying that,
you know, that would give us a shot and doing it, give
themto you and NRC will have themat the sane tine
because NRC is on the Technical Wrking G oup, and NRC
will also have input to it and --

MR MJRPHY: Didn't -- Claudia, didn't you say
that you d accept conments until the 23rd of May?

MS. NEWBURY: That’'s right. | said | would
like to -- we want to start our Phase Il requirenents on
April 15th | believe is the date is what | said.

MR MURPHY: 12t h.

MS. NEWBURY: 12th. And so | would prefer to
have any comrents prior to that date.

SPEAKER: But if you got their’s on say the
20th would that -- of April?

M5. NEWBURY: We can |look at them |'mnot --
now | ' m going to ask another question. Are these sinply
recommendati ons that we can accept or reject or are these
going to be things that we have to do?

MR, MURPHY: They're not -- | don’t think --
unl ess the G oup has seen them they' re not a consensus of
t he ARP.

MR. HARDW CK: Right. Yes.
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MS. NEWBURY: That's right.

MR, HARDW CK: Unl ess the panel sees them

MS. NEWBURY: And that’'s where | got to where
do we get the consensus of the ARP?

MR, HARDW CK: But at the next ARP neeting we
could certainly bring it up and di scuss why they didn’t
get inplenented if they were sound suggesti ons.

MS. NEWBURY: But you won’t nake ne go back
and redo it?

MR HARDWCK: No. |I’mnot going to nmake you
do anything. This is just going to be suggestions.

MS. NEWBURY: COkay. So they are nerely
suggestions --

MR HARDWCK: It is what we’'re proposing.

MS. NEWBURY: -- that you' re proposing.

MR. HARDW CK:  You know, and one of the
anal ogi es that was used was subpart J would be -- to a
construction engi neer perhaps would be Iike go out and
design a building and build it, and build it soit’s in
the southwest so that’s in desert climate. That’s what
subpart J said.

Now what we have to do wth Phase |
requi renments i s say how big, how w de, how warm how hi gh
how col d, how deep, how nuch electricity, water, plunbing

has to be in this building. And there -- it’s very, very
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critical that in these Phase | requirenments we say this
building is 33 stories high, have 15 elevators, 17 exists,
you know, that’s perhaps not an anal ogy that you can
relate to, but it was just the way that we had --

MR, HOYLE: Let ne tal k about process for a
m nute. Stan?

MR, ECHOLS: Yes. Just one thing on the
function -- on the requirenents of subpart J. It's a
little nore detailed than just build a house and
(indiscernible). It was build a house with certain
mni mal requirenments, and if you don’t neet those
requi renments, we will punish you, and punish you severely.
kay. You will have to go back to --

MR, HARDWCK: But we’'ll still accept the
house?

MR, ECHOLS: You -- no, you will have to go
back to subpart G as opposed to subpart J.

SPEAKER:  You’' d have to go back and live in
your tent.

MR. ECHOLS: And so there is a little bit of
difference. There's a consequence for not neeting the
specific requirenments of "J", and they are certainly very
specific as to the mnimal level. Now wthin -- what

they're trying to do as | understand it is to define that
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mnimal |evel in functionality as opposed to hardware so
that the next level has the freedomto fit the right --

MR. HARDW CK: Exactly.

MR ECHOLS: -- wi ndows --
MR. HARDW CK: Yeah.
MR ECHOLS: -- the orientation of the house on

the lot --

MR. HARDW CK:  Yeabh.

MR, ECHOLS: -- and that kind of thing.

MR, HARDW CK: Yeah. And that’'s basically
what | was trying to say here, is |’ve been accused of
being a little too fullsy (sic) in ny | anguage soneti nes,
so | appreciate any clarifications | can get.

MR. MJURPHY: Do we know whet her or not there
is a gap right now between the -- between the proposed
functional requirenments and what the Techni cal Working
Group m ght be suggesting, and --

MR. HARDW CK: W don’t know because we didn't
go intoit. And we didn't have the time to go into it in
that great a detail as a group. But we went into enough
detail and had the discussion for the biggest part of
yesterday to have a concern that we would like to be able
to sit down and go into that kind of detail. And | don’'t
know t o what extent we're going to cone up with a set of

totally different Phase | requirenents.
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MR, SILBERG Do you have any exanpl es?

MR, HARDW CK:  You know, | just tried to go
through one, and if there’'s anybody else in the group, |
just tried to renenber what one of themwas, and | think
we reached a consensus on reading one of themthat --

MR, MURPHY: John and Fi el den were both part
of that discussion weren't they?

MR GANDI: No, | wasn’'t. | mssed yesterday.

MR. HARDW CK: No. John was -- John wasn’t
there. That’'s why we nmade all these deci sions.

MR GANDI: Wth Fielden?

MR, HARDWCK: | just gave hima copy of the
m nutes right before this neeting started so --

MR GANDI: So it’s not --

VMR HARDW CK: He shoul d have had tine to read

MR. MJURPHY: So what our technical -- well, |
mean DOE and the NRC and the M & O are part of the
Techni cal Wbrki ng G oup, so whatever the Technical WbrKking
G oup is now thinking of shouldn’t cone as any shock to
the -- to DCEif -- on the --

MR, HARDW CK: Onh, yeah. And here’s an
exanpl e. Thanks very nuch, Fielden. An exanple was on
page 11 of the functional requirenents, it refers back to

the 10 CF. R, Part Il, subpart J citation and I won’'t go
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t hrough the whol e citation because it’s several sentences,
but the |level and requirenment interpretation of that is
LSS1-001, and it says: "The LSS shall be designed in a
nmodul ar fashion to allow for the integration of functional
conponents. "

You know, and boy, that pretty nmuch says you
can do anything you want. | nmean | want you to build a
buil ding. GCkay. W'’re going to build a building. Is it
going to be in Mnnesota or Texas? You know, what kind of
i nsul ation? Does it have, you know -- | nean it’s just
nodul ar fashion to allow for integration of functional
conponents.

MR MURPHY: Well, yeah.

MR HARDWCK: It really doesn’'t say anything
at all, and it’s how you get that statenent out of the
citation. How do you get the statenent that it’s going to
be nodul ar and allow for the integration of functional
requi renments? That’s a basic thing on any system

MR, MURPHY: No, but what |I'mgetting at is
t hat whatever recomrendati ons the Techni cal Wrking G oup
conmes up with are not going to cone as any great surprise
to DCE.

MR, HARDW CK: | hope not.

MR, MJURPHY: | mean Claudia is not going to

hear about --
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MR HARDWCK: If they -- if DCE attends the

meet i ngs.

MS. NEWBURY: Not if John goes to the
nmeeti ngs, no.

MR. HARDWCK: Well, is it our fault?

MS. NEWBURY: No. [It’s not your fault.

MR. HARDW CK: One of the other -- another
exanpl e that Dan just nentioned to ne which was even a
better exanple was the LSS shall provide read-wite access
to users. This in a -- the systens world in our conputer
worl d, that is absolutely unthinkable, never happen. No
way in the world would you ever give a user wite-access
to anything. You know, all the read access, but
especially a systemlike this; if we're going to |et
intervenors in there, there’ s hackers out there that just
get their jollies off of being able to screw things up and
do wites to systens, but that specifically says that in
subpart J citation --

MR GANDI: Yes.

MR. HARDWCK: -- to do that.

MR GANDI: But if you don’t allow themto
have write access, how do they file their dockets

el ectronically?
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MR, HARDW CK: And that’'s one of the things
that is part -- a conprehensive part of system designing,
that-- go ahead.

MR. CAMERON: It sound like these -- | think
Kirk probably gave the best characterization of what the
wor ki ng group comrents were going to be like, and it
sounds to ne like they’'re going to be helpful. And if the
Wor ki ng G oup can get comments to DOE, taking into account
what Mel said that, you know, Fielden is on there by the
20th, it sounds |ike they could be integrated, and if you
could send a copy of the report at the sanme tine to all of
the ARP panel nenbers, and if panel nenbers have any
heart burn about anything in there then they, can you know,
I mredi ately put that into the m x through John or

sonething. But | have a feeling that, you know, that may

not happen, that the panel is going to be -- so that way
we' ||l get around this, the panel going back and directly
DOE to --

MR. HARDW CK:  Yeah. You know, that --

M5. NEVMBURY: | don’t want to be there.

MR, HARDW CK: Chip, that’s been the node of
operation of the working group. W’re tried to do that on
everything. Wen | have -- whenever we have a neeting,
and the mnutes are out within days of it, and they're

distributed to the entire panel.
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MR, MJURPHY: Well, that’'s -- you know, that’s

the reason for having the working group is so that we
don’t get docunents from DCE that everybody says oh, gee.
This is no bl oody good.

MR. HARDW CK:  Yeabh.

MR, MURPHY: | mean that our input is nmade --
the reason all of us are on the Wrking Goup, or all of
us have representatives on the Working G oup is that it
can be satisfactory to the ARP, pretty much satisfactory
the first tinme anybody sees it, because the Techni cal
Wrking G oup input will be there already.

MR. HOYLE: Yeah. As far as --

MR, MJURPHY: Am| msstating that, Cd audia?

MS. NEWBURY: | have to think about what you
st at ed.

MR, MURPHY: Well, isn't that right? | nean
you -- you’ve got a representative on the Wrking G oup.

MR. CAMERON: That's right.

MR. MURPHY: Mbe has one. W’'re going to have
one. | think ny county is going to have a representative.

The State has, Clark County has, the M & O has, so that,
you know, hopefully -- | nean |I thought the reason for
havi ng a Technical Wrking Goup was that -- was to nake
sure that your docunents had our input before they ever

saw the |ight of day.
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MS. NEWBURY: That's good and that’s true.

Bear in mnd that these docunents were prepared to.

MR. MJURPHY: Oh, | understand that. Yeah. |
know this -- but what | -- | guess what |'"msaying is this
may be a slight scheduling problemonly for the first one.

MS. NEWBURY: | would hope that’'s the case.

MR HARDW CK:  Yes.

MR, MURPHY: And for future ones, it’s just
not going to be a problem

M5. NEWBURY: Yeah.

MR, HOYLE: Okay. Let ne just nention ny
process problemjust for the record. The working group
needs to report to the panel, and not be a panel in itself
that has neetings that are not publicly noticed and that
sort of thing. So | would like the report of the panel to
conme to me as quickly as you can and let nme get it to the
panel nmenbers and -- by phone or sone activity. | want to
assure nyself that | have the panel’s approval of this,
and 1'd like to ratify it then later on.

Okay. Now | would urge you to look for an
earlier nmeeting date if that’'s possible.

MR, HARDW CK:  Sure.

MR, HOYLE: | know when you have that many
people involved it's difficult to get everybody together,

but please do that, and we’ll see what we can do about
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neeting the -- sonetine before the last two weeks or
before the | ast week of April.

MR, HARDW CK: Yeah. And that April 17th
wasn’'t even a conm tnment because we didn't -- we hadn’t
tal ked to John Gandi about it yet as to what his

availability was, so | will get back before the two

days -- this two days of neetings are over with, 1’|l get
back and tell you a date that we’'re -- and in addition,
John, we're -- we’'re just getting our feet wet on this

Techni cal Wbr ki ng G oup.

W want to nmake sure that all the "T s" are
crossed and the "I’'s" are dotted, and any advice you give
us on how to proceed would certainly be appreciated. W
tried to be tinely in disbursing all of our informtion.

MR HOYLE: R ght. ay. If -- and when you
do have your date set and you want to give public notice
for that neeting, and hold it in a roomwhere the public
could attend if they wish to, that’'s even better. But
because your fact finding and your devel opi ng anal ysi s of
docunents that you' re going to recomend the full panel to
take action on, this -- it’s the full panel that needs to
do the action --

MR HARDW CK:  Yes.

MR, HOYLE: -- and needs to get the advice to

t he agencies. Ckay?
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MR. HARDW CK: Before | go off this topic, |et

me just give you a little exanple of a story of |anguage
getting confusing and not being able to, you know, if
you' Il indulge ne for just a mnute here.

This wonan called the fire departnent and said
her house is on fire. Can you cone and put it out? And
they said sure, how do we get there? And she said don't
you still have those big red trucks?

The other issue that | wanted to tal k about
was the LSS Facility Cting Status, and that was brought
up and because -- just because it has been a concern and
real ly nobody knew if there had been a decision. And if
t he decision, where it was or what it was, so we as the
Wor ki ng Group thought that we could |look at that with
very -- just to give it a historical perspective in
research to say where it stands right now And we did
that, and did sone research. And the only nentioning LSS
Citing was the FY89 Appropriations. They designated US --
UNLV as the cite of the LSS. However, that was a one shot
deal and the opinion was that that was an ' 89
appropriations issue, and that after 89 is over wth,
it’s over with.

On the other hand it seenms, and 1’1 -- |'m
just going through here, a Technical Wrking G oup

statenent that’s been conpiled. On the other hand it
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seens that Congress has spoken, and that the LSS nust be
at UNLV. "On one hand there are those who woul d poi nt out
that the | anguage that -- that is the basis for this
conclusion is part of an appropriations bill, and as such
gives only a snapshot in tine. At the tinme of the FY89
Appropriations Bill that was the way Congress felt about
the subject, but there’'s been no subsequent affirmation of
this view, nor statenent of the current Congressional

Vi ew.

Mor eover, the Appropriations Bill directed DOE
to place the LSS at UNLV, but NRC is the organi zation that
has the responsibility for operating and |ocating the site
for the LSS. Thus, it would seemthat no site has been
identified for the LSS until the NRC specifically makes a
statement of the LSS | ocation.

We have not identified any view nor found any
witten material that objects to the LSS being |located in
UNLV. Hence, in light of this and the Congressional
statenment, it would seem appropriate for sone form of
affirmation to be made; that the policy is that the LSS
will be at UNLV.

This could take the formof a Techni cal
Wor ki ng Group asking the ARP to nake a formal statenent or
doing -- the Technical Wrking Goup doing additional

research and reporting back. Cearly before this step
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shoul d be taken, the Technical Wrking Goup should
coordinate wth the NRC "

Basi cally, the reason and the concern here was
that there are sone issues that -- there was a concern
over having a siting decision nade is that there are sone
t hi ngs that shoul d be happening now, and that the | onger
we nmake to make the siting decision, | don't see any
reason to wait any longer; but the |onger we wait to nmake
the siting decision, you know, the nore hard -- the harder
it’s going to be to inplenment it. |’mseeing sone rea
skepticismthere with C audi a.

MS. NEWBURY: | --

MR. HARDW CK: Feel free to make any ki nd of
conment you want.

M5. NEVWBURY: | would Iike to see a site
(i ndi scernible) also as soon as possi bl e.

MR, HARDW CK: kay. And basically that was
everything that | had. Dd |l mss anything fromthe
wor ki ng group nmenbers? No? Any questions we can answer
from anybody?

MR GANDI: | won't mss the next one.

MR. HARDW CK:  Good man, John

SPEAKER:  Roger ?

MR HARDW CK:  Yes.
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SPEAKER:  You said sonething earlier that you
m ght be (indiscernible) sonething about the signature
because that’s part of --

MR. HARDWCK: No. No. Not this, about the
functional requirenents and that was the di scussion we
had. Anything el se?

MR, HOYLE: | just want to coment; we have a
spot on the schedul e tonorrow afternoon to tal k about
| ocation of the facility, so we’ll get into there.

kay. Let’s nove now to Kirk Bal com s
di scussion of the Header activity. Let ne ask before Kirk
starts, do we need a break, anybody need a break, or let’s
proceed t hrough?

MR. GANDI: | vote for break

M5. NEWBURY: We're ahead of schedule. Let’s
t ake | unch.

MR, HOYLE: The people on this end of the
table would |ike a break. Let’s |imt it though please to
ten m nutes.

(Recess)

MR, HOYLE: Okay. Let’s begin the last part
of the session this afternoon. And Kirk Balcom the
chairperson -- the chairman of the Headers group will give

us a report now. Kirk?
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MR. BALCOM The excitenent of the Header
Wor ki ng Group just marches on and on and on. | nean there
was just no end to it. So anyway, here we are at
Iteration Il and | left on your desk the |atest set of
| atest field definition sunmary.

W net March 2nd. We had representatives from
Nevada Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion, Lebat Anderson, DCE
and TRWat the neeting. W managed to go through the old
definition that we had al nost approved about a year ago,
and didn't do too much damage to it.

W didn’t add any new fields, we deleted
several and have nmade a couple of changes that, you know,
mght stir up alittle bit of conversation. So what you
have is the -- is the shortened abbreviated new |i st
that’'s the result of the recommendations and the consensus
of this group, and there was consensus.

Rat her than go to that |ist and go through the
31 or so fields that are in there, since nost of you have
seen this before, what | think I"Il do is just tal k about
the fields that were deleted, and fromtinme to tinme sone
of the panel -- sonme of the other Header Wrking G oup
peopl e may have to hel p because sone of the changing
technol ogy actually has had an inpact on how we see being
able to deliver a product and deliver docunents to, you

know, the users.
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So what we -- if you had the old list in front
of you you woul d have these following fields that are no
| onger there, and I'Il list themall and then I'Il go back
over themone by one. And part of this requirenent back a
year ago was being driven by Infostreans and i s now of
course being influenced by the records deliberations that
are taking place at DOE now, both in D.C. and in -- here
i n Las Vegas.

So here’s what we dropped, Submtter Center,
Docunent Date Flag, Docunent Condition, Event date and
Event Date Code, Package Code, Publications Dat a,
Descriptors, Submtter Page Count, Concurrence Approval
I nformation, Docunment Routing and Tracking Information and
Copy E Information.

Now this may | ook |ike we’ve cut a | ot out on
the surface, especially for those folks that were
interested in the Concurrence Approval List and things
like that. What 1'Il do is just briefly talk about sone
of these and see if we can’t, you know, settle your nerves
alittle bit.

Submitter Center is sinply being subsunmed in
anot her category if I’"’mnot mstaken. In the old list it
was part of Participant Accession Nunber, and we didn’t

think there was any need for that. W think it’ll be
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obvi ous fromthe docunents where they cane fromas part of
t he accessi on nunber process.

A Docunent Date Flag was one of those little
things that got thrown in a long tine ago, so we could say
that this date is estinmated. Well, actually this docunent
date is a mandatory field and it’s going to have to be --
I think we’re going to find another way to show you t hat
it was estimted. And what you' |l be noving toward, rather
than having so called ASCI|I text or a representation of
the actual docunent, we’ re seeing nore and nore that
you' re going to be dealing with the actual docunent -- |
mean the inmage of the actual docunent itself so you’'l
either see that it doesn’t have a date, or that sonebody
wote a date on it, or you know, a lot of things |ike
t hat . You' || be seeing nore physical -- the actual
physi cal docunent in better and better resolution as tine
passes.

Docunent condition; the one -- of the primary
t hi ngs that docunent condition was used for was to
i dentify whether or not there was an Marginalia on the
docunent. In other words, if five docunents have been
submtted and they' re exactly the sanme docunent but four
of them have sonmething witten in the margins, it’s an old

litigation support desire to know that in fact sone of
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t hese docunents have witing on themand you want to find
t hose.

Wel |, once again, since you'll be seeing the
docunent itself, you know, the actual image; you' |l know
in the past when you couldn’t take that handwiting and
put it up in an ASCII Text, since you Il now be seeing the
docunent, you' |l be able to look at it and see that it’s
got Marginalia on it. So you know, Mal, how does that
sound to you?

MR, MURPHY: Fine.

MR, BALCOM | think you were one of the
Mar gi nal i a peopl e way back. Not nmarginal, Marginalia.

SPEAKER: I n history, Marginalia --

SPEAKER: Before you saw the |ight.

MR. BALCOM Never been marginal .

MR, MURPHY: Kirk, but then don’t you have to
| ook t hrough the whol e docunent to find the marginalia as
opposed to looking in the header and see if it’'s there?

MR BALCOM  Yes.

MR, SILBERG And you would need to see -- in
that case you would need to see an i mage of type.

MR. BALCOM Yes. You' d need to see the
i mge. Right.

MR. S| LBERG You wouldn’t find it doing a

full text search
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MR, BALCOM Right. So to the extent that, you
know, that you ve lost the ability to go back and say |
want all DOE docunents on this particular subject that
have been witten on, yeah.

MR. MURPHY: There will be sone clues though I
mean. |If you get one -- if you get two versions, two,
three, four versions of the sane docunent, that’'s a clue
that that’'s the reason you have copies is because we have
mar gi nal i a.

MR, BALCOM Right. And just one thing to
keep in mind is that docunents that have marginalia on
them do not have to be initially submtted to the OSS by a
party. |If they cone in, they cone in because they're a
docunent of soneone that you take the deposition of and
then it goes in the system

MR. BALCOM  Uh-huh. Event Date and Event
Date Code were -- canme out of a requirenent, | think one
of Betsy’'s things that she wanted. It was an NRC desire
to be able to track sone of these things, and we just
didn’t see any reason for it any nore. |It’'s a fairly
obscure --

MR, HOYLE: Betsy is not here to defend
her sel f.

MR, BALCOM Right. Maybe she won’t even read

the transcripts and I won’t get a phone call so -- Package
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Code -- Package -- the whol e concept of packages is -- is
in the system under sonething call ed Package Nunber, so
there is a field called Package Nunmber. And we’ re assum ng
that as sone of these things get fleshed out and actually
thinking through this on a field by field basis, that any
coding would be carried in that field, so we’'re not
droppi ng any of the aspects of being able to take a
package and tie it all pack together again. It’s just that
one field didn"t seemto be -- seemto do anything or add
anyt hi ng.

Publ i cation Data. Publication Data was goi ng
to be carried so we could have citations to publications;
publi shed materials. And once again if the docunent is
there and you have it up on the screen, you know, it’s
apparent who published it. It seened to us anyway that it
was.

Subm tter Page Count -- |’mgoing to cone back
to Descriptors. Submtter Page Count; once again this
seened |li ke a burden that didn’t, you know, didn't nmean to
I npose on on submtters, and that the docunent pages will
be counted, or the inmages will be counted anyway so
there’s a fairly robust way of know ng exactly how many
I mmges are associated with that docunent. And if, you

know, if anybody el se wants to comment on that, please do
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because |’ m not a hundred percent clear on how that’s
going to get done.

Docunent Routing Tracking I nformation; nobody
saw any reason to do that at this point. | think that was
anot her uni que individual requirenment. Copy E
Information; it’s typical of all |itigation support
systens that you want to be able to find everybody that

the docunent was copied to. And it seens again that

you' Il have, you know, you' Il have the cover sheets, the
images for all of this information. 1It’Il be clear on the
I mage.

Now i f you wanted to find and search
term nol ogy every person that was copied on that, the --
on that particular docunent, it wouldn’t be quite as easy
to do. On the other hand, any text that’s not handwitten
woul d be in the process of being converted to an
el ectronic docunent with it’s image. |It’s going to have
t hose nanmes i ndexed anyway, so ultimately you'd end up
knowi ng that that name is in that docunment, even though
you didn’'t know the person to copy or the organization.

So you know, we’'re taking -- what we’'re doing
Is we’'re dropping sone of the | abor intensive coding
requi rements here which hopefully will, you know, have an
affect on cost and on the -- just the tinme frame and the

quality assurance of all the docunentation
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Concurrence Approval List; and the reason that
we dropped this froma Submtter requirenent is that what
I was hearing fromthe Departnent of Energy was that
they' re going to be going to the electronic subm ssion of
docunents, and the Concurrence Approval List will actually
be part of the el ectronic packaging of that.

In other words, it won't appear on the front
page or the second page of a docunment any nore. It'l]
only appear in electronic form so that |eaves us with the
dil enma of how do we get it into the system And part of
our deliberation here was to suggest that we would
certainly want to nmake sure that sonehow we' Il be to get
Concurrence Approval List information into the system
whether it’s electronically or otherwise. At |east that
woul d be ny recomrendati on.

And, you know, feel free to conment on these
things if you want, or if you want ne to just go ahead and
finish and then tal k about them

Descriptors. W had two terns before, we had
Descriptors and Identifiers. One was tied -- pretty nuch
tied specifically to the old LSS Thesaurus that had been
generated. Do you renenber that thing? It was about this
thick and cane out in tw or three different fornms, and
coders, catal ogers were supposed to be able to sit down

with that docunent and take every single docunent that
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canme through the system and say yeah, this docunent

bel ongs to the follow ng ei ght Thesaurus categories of a
600 page Thesaurus. And | for one, and | think other
peopl e thought that that, you know, that that first of al
was going to be very expensive and m ght not work very
wel | .

And what |’ m hearing now fromtechnical folks
is that the automation of building index terns is probably
much farther along than it was back then, and so we're
kind of leaving -- we’'re leaving this as an optional
field, and foresee a Thesaurus of sone kind. W’re just
not exactly sure what a Thesaurus is going to | ook |ike or
how it’s going to get to be inits final form but a |ot
of it it appears will be automated, and that there are
apparently better automation tools now for generating
those sorts of things.

And there are other people here that are a
whol e lot nore well versed on that than | am and if you
want to ask questions about that then, you know, nmaybe we
can get one of themup here.

MR, SILBERG Well, when you say it’s
optional, optional at whose -- this is DOE's option?

M5. STATLER: The identifiers?

MR, SILBERG No. He said the descriptors was

going to be an optional field.
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MR. BALCOM Yeah. | think the word we're
using now is --

MS. STATLER Identifiers and key words.

MR, BALCOM It’'s identifiers and key words.
The key word field would be -- sinply be the -- yeah,
there’s a nane change there and the key word field would
be whatever the participant wants to put in there. In
ot her words, to have a place for you to add your own
codi ng.

The identifiers field would be the field
that’'s tied to sone specific either Thesaurus or
controlled authority list. You know, that was foreseen as
the one place you ' d be able to go to find everything from
an obscure aspect. You know, | can’'t think of one.
Sonebody cone up with a really good unique term you know,
Nort hern Nevada G asshoppers or sonething |like that, and
you' d be able to narrow it down, and you'd know that you
have every docunent that pertained to that even though the
word wasn’t in it. That’s the whole Thesaurus. And
Thesaurus technology is in huge data bases. | think
probably it’s just extrenely hard to do if people are
doing it. Soin -- in mking it optional,
you' re right, Jay, we' ve got a decision up here to nmake
about whether it’s required by the submtter that sone

sort of identifier is required or whether it’s optional.
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Back when we did this a year ago, we nmade a
mandatory field, the LSSA was going to do all source
catal oguing, and it was nandatory. You know, | think it
warrants sonme nore discussion, and you know, there are a
coupl e of people here who are prepared to tal k about the
technology if you want to hear about it.

M5. STATLER  Well, nore than the
technology -- I'’msorry, Jan Statler (indiscernible).
What we have found in processing our records which we
process many is that often the terns of the title describe
the docunent as fully as you could. And to have an index
and try to apply other terns to it is not neeting -- and
with textural docunents you' re going to have the ful
text. There was sonme need to be able to access through
sone retrieval tool, probably sonething |i ke a Thesaurus,
ternms and whether they occur in text or whether the
I ndexer did see other terns that were not in the title
which they then put in the identifier field, or whether
they were in the title thensel ves.

We use that tool as a retrieval tool against
all of those fields. They're not forcing an indexer to
try to pick a termwhich nmay be redundant to what is
always in the title, or sonething that they don’t know

enough about to pick the appropriate terns.
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MR. M TCHELL: |Instead of the person
subm tting the header being responsible for key wrds and
identifiers, wll it be possible for the person who wants
to retrieve that information to i nput sone key words, and
then have the system scan every header and title for that
key word for identifiers?

M5. STATLER  Yes, both.

SPEAKER: It’s just full text search.

MS. STATLER  The reason we added the key word
field back in was to allow you participants to be able to
flag docunents that you wanted to |later be able to
retrieve by that flag. In addition that flag -- that term
is to flag the person in the other docunent who woul d be
able to retrieve it because it occurred it in text or it
occurred in the title.

MR. M TCHELL: Wuld we also be retrieve if we
subm tted sonething by one of these identifier or
traceability nunbers?

MS. STATLER  Yes.

MR. BALCOM Dan Grazer put together a little
t hree page background -- sone background information and
tal ks about devel opnents and proposed approaches with sone
of the technol ogy associated with this. And I'd be glad
to give this to sonebody and have several copies made. |

don’t have extra copies. This is the only copy | have but
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maybe we can arrange before the panel |eaves to do that if
anybody is interested in this.

MR, ECHOLS: | have a question on the key
words. |Is the idea that you' re just able to scan faster
the headers to identify docunents than just putting in a
key word search for the docunents thenselves and getting a
listing of the docunents that way?

MR, BALCOM Well, we’'re using the term "key
word” to nmean sinply you al ready have access to every word
in the docunent.

MR, ECHOLS: Right.

MR. BALCOM So those are also key words, the
way we're using -- we had trouble coming up with the right
word for this. The way we’'re using this is if you have a
certain collection of your own docunents that you ve been
wor ki ng on, and you want to retrieve those by your own
buzz words but they’'re not in the docunent, |I nmean this is
a place you could do that. So it’'s like if you cone up
wth -- you have to -- you want to add sonething to your
header for sone reason to be able to retrieve those
docunents. If we don’'t have like an enpty field of sone
sort you can’t do that. O -- or it would nmake it hard

for you, so this is a way to select out those, you know --
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MR. SILBERG This is a non-submtter and
soneone ot her than the LSSA who can add a word into this
particular field.

MR BALCOM Right.

MR SILBERG  Ckay.

MR, BALCOM A non -- what do you nean
non-submtter?

MR. SILBERG \Well, someone other than the
person who submtted the docunent.

MR. BALCOM Ch, no. No. No, | wouldn't be
abl e to annotate your docunents ahead of tine.

MR. SILBERG Ckay. Because | thought --

MR, BALCOM | nean that wasn't -- that’s not
the intent. | would explore that --
MR SILBERG No. | thought your description

was if there are a |lot of docunments in the system 1|’ ve
call ed sone of themup and I just want to --

MR. BALCOM  Ch, no. Unh uh.

MR, SILBERG ~-- tag themas ones that --

MR. BALCOM  Unh uh.

MR. SILBERG -- at sonme other tinme | want to
be able to resurrect again. | thought that’s what you
meant .

MR. BALCOM No. The intent of all this is

that it’s done before you submt them
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MR. SILBERG  Ckay.

MR, BALCOM It’'s a submitter specialty field
if you want. | don’t know what you want to call it. 1In
Las Vegas we could call it the crap shoot field or
sonmet hing like that.

We al so have -- there are sone m nor changes
tothe -- to this field definition table. Copyright
information was a field. |[It’s now subsumed in sonething
call ed Access Control, so it's still there to be dealt
with at sone point.

El ectronic Signature is now -- appears as a
field and it was buried in sonething called -- well, it
was buried in the concurrence approval information. The
concept of electronic signatures is, you know, is starting
to surface as a technol ogi cal issue, so if sonebody wants
to talk about that. | nean we sinply have a place to dea
with that, although I'’mnot sure how that’s ever going to
happen.

Abstracts. There was a tinme when we first
started | ooking at the design of the systemwhere we could
foresee doing an abstract of every docunent until, of
course, we tried to figure out how nuch that was going to
cost. And so now we’'re back to the place where we're
suggesting that it probably doesn’t nmake a whol e | ot of

econom ¢ sense since we have a full text system | nean
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we’'ve got all the keys words in the text and headers and
sonme kind of a Thesaurus or control vocabulary to also
require that an abstract be witten as well for the
docunent .

However, we |left the abstract field in and
made that optional. For exanple, if the |ab submts a
report, it’'s probably going to have an abstract in it, so
t hat abstract woul d appear on a specialized field.

W' re al so suggesting that the title of the
docunent which frequently is not very descriptive be nore
descriptive. In other words, if the LSSA determ nes that
this title doesn't say nuch, then there would be a
suggestion that it, you know, that it wite a nore
descriptive title and we would figure out a way in the
title field to have that there and be -- to show that it’'s
different fromthe title. But that would al so help
searchability.

Identifiers, we tal ked about that. And we’ ve
added no new fields, so as we’'re going on here we're
dropping. It’s getting | eaner and neaner now, and | don’t
have nuch el se to add about that. Any questions?

MR. M TCHELL: Just kind of going through
this, | see that there’'s a lot of different ways that a
person who wants to retrieve information, whether they are

just begi nning or whether they have been working on it and
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just want to retrieve what they want to work on. There’'s
docunent nunbers, versions, abstracts, identifiers, so on
and so forth. Traceability nunbers, traceability codes,
searchabl e text reference info, and I’mjust wondering if
we can cut out one or two of these sections; these fields
that data -- for data submtted by the participant. |If
one or two of these can cut out, that would be in the |ong
run a lot of extra tine that could be saved.

MR. BALCOM Yeah. Sone of them are optional
Wi ch one are you tal ki ng about ?

MR. M TCHELL: |’ m probably going to have to
| eave that up to the managenent, or to the information
managenent specialist --

MR. BALCOM  Yeabh.

MR. M TCHELL: -- because | guess that’'s a
question for you guys. Wich one of these -- if two could
be taken out or one could be taken out, which one could be
of these fields?

MR, BALCOM Well, | think at this point we're
down to kind of rock bottom here.

MS. STATLER  You nmay want (i ndiscernible)
mandat ory requirenent --

MR. BALCOM Yeah. Right. 1In --

MS. STATLER  -- (indiscernible) clarified.
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MR, BALCOM Ckay. In the colum Data
Submtted by Participant, you' Il see a, you know, a
mandat ory, an optional or a required. |If it’s mandatory
that neans the data has to be submtted by the
participant, but even if there’s -- | nmean it’s a strange
definition between the word required and mandatory.

What mandatory sinply neans is if there’s no
information for this field on the face of the docunent,
you have to nake it up

MR, M TCHELL: | guess that --

MR, BALCOM And required neans that if it’'s
there, the submtter has to put it in this field.

Optional neans just that; that you don’'t have a
required -- a requirenent to submt that if it’s an
optional field.

MR, M TCHELL: Wat |I’mthinking of right now
is say if | were to require sonme information and sone of
t he docunments which I need have an optional conponent for
an identifier or key word or sonething like that --

MR. BALCOM  Un- huh.

MR M TCHELL: -- | put the key words and
identifiers in and do a search on that, and | would not --
I’d only be able to quickly access the data that has key
words or identifiers on it if the individual put themin.

MR. BALCOM Right.
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MR MTCHELL: So | may get data that’s only
70 percent conplete as opposed to all required. So what
I"’masking is -- | don’'t think it’s a good idea to have
sonme of these things as sone of the key words or
identifiers as optional. | think it would
(i ndi scernible).

MR. BALCOM Can you give ne an exanple?

MS. STATLER | may (indiscernible). | think
I n nost cases you want to nake sure you got everything on
a particular topic, you would want to search on what we
call sonetinmes a conposite search field which is a field
that would search for that termin the title, in the
key -- in the descriptors and in the text so that no
matter where that m ght be nentioned, you would get all of
the occurrences. GCkay? So you wouldn’t just search on it
as a descriptor because -- or as an identifier because you
m ght m ss those where it wasn’'t put in by the indexer,
but it did occur in the text or the title.

MR M TCHELL: As long as there’'s a way that
we can get a hundred percent of the information, | think
that’ s good.

MR. BALCOM Yeah. That's a pretty -- this is
a pretty conplete list as systens |ike this go.

MR, ECHOLS: How would -- why wouldn’t just a

search on the full text get you everything? It seens
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redundant if you' re going to get nmultiple tips on the sane
t hi ng.

MS. STATLER It does seem redundant and you
woul d hope that that was the case. But | went through the
docunents in ny experience that tal k about a subject and
never nentioned it by nanme, or called it in an alias which
you may or may not have thought of, or a slightly
different context than you thought of. The Thesaurus wl |
help this, but by try -- by creating a field where you can
search on all of those things, you even have the
possi bility of getting docunents that don’t contain the
words. We al so have docunents that are not conpletely
text. That we have a |l ot of (indiscernible) data which
don’t have text and therefore won't be in the system as
full text version

Those have to have a very descriptive title.
They may or nmay not have other ternms that are provided.

For instance, with the technical data on a project, those
data are being submitted in ternms that would put in the
identifier field that may not occur in the title of the
package, so you want to be able to search -- you want to
have a way of getting at those terns wherever they occur,

not just in text.
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MR. METTAN: Kirk, I'ma little concerned
about the renoval of sone of the fields based on the
avai lability of the inage.

MR. BALCOM  Un- huh.

MR. METTAN:  And the reason |’ m concerned, it
goes back to the question of, you know, dial it versus
renote access and what that is really going to be.
Certainly if everything is provided on CD ROM s, you know,
and they're shipped to the site, then it’s not a problem
but, excuse nme, typically for exanple with Internet
searches, many people will turn off the graphics
capabilities so they're not spending the rest of their
life watching the screen transfer the files. So it may
be -- in real terns they may not al ways have access to
I mages for renote access.

MR BALCOM Right.

MR. METTAN. And then, you know, |’ m not
opposi ng what you’re doing but I’mraising the question of
have they | ost sonething then because we’ ve elim nated

those fields supposing that they' re going to have these

I mges?

MR, BALCOM |I'mnot sure -- it’s really hard
to tell whether we’ve lost anything. | don’t think we
have. If the -- what we’ve lost is naybe sone precision

in knowi ng that a Copy E was in that specific -- was
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actually a Copy E where John Smith was buried in the text
of the docunment, and you have to | ook at the docunent to
find out he wasn't a Copy E, when actually you want John
Smith, a Copy E. So you'd m ss that kind of precision, but
you' d find the nane nonetheless as long as it was typed
or, you know, if it was an electronically submtted
docunent .

In the trade off the cost -- it’s really a
cost, you know, benefit trade off in deciding where to
draw the line on giving, you know, giving the user
everything that the user wants. | think that the imge --
the fact that you're going to be getting inmages probably
ten or a hundred tinmes faster than you would on the
Internet anyway. You' re not going to be limted by those
slow dial up speeds. | nean am| right about that?

MR. METTAN:. Yeah. It really depends on how
renote the access point is. You know, I nean it -- you
know, we maybe have dial up people. | don't a T-1 line in
nmy area, you know - -

MR. BALCOM Electricity.

MR. M TCHELL: There may be people that are
fairly slow

MR, BALCOM Well, | think we’ve -- you know,
part of the old deliberations were setting sone standards

for what you're, you know, your work station would have to
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| ook Iike. And if the head of technol ogy keeps getting
better, and better, and better, and faster, and faster,
and cheaper as it is heading now, and you know, we’ve --
even the definitions for the speed of the comunicati ons
that we did a year and a half or two years ago is al ready
kind of outnoded. So | don’'t know if there' s any -- what
Is -- what do the people that are going to build this

t hi nk?

M5. NEWBURY: You want to answer?

MR, GANDI: That’'s part of our analysis as far
as options is -- for the CD-ROVS and the conpression
technol ogi es that are being brought up in the current
node. It’s a little early right now for ne to say which
Is the best or howit’s going to be accessible, but that’s
one of the -- part of our analysis.

MR, METTAN. Right. And | guess what | was
doing is | was raising the issue that you re sort of --
you' re betting on the imges as being available. And I
wanted to find out how realistic that necessarily was in
all pl aces.

MR. BALCOM Yeah, that’s one thing that we
even tal ked about having the Techni cal Wrking Goup | ook
at. For exanple, like if you do a Lexis search, you see a
representati on of the docunent, not the actual docunent

itself on the screen with the words highlighted. There's
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technol ogy now that even as Tom and his group are doing
where you see the imges -- the inages on the screen and
it’s still highlighted, the image. And the old ASCII, so
called ASCI1 text is not there any nore, so the

hi ghlighting is actually, you know, right on the imge
itself. That’s -- that’s the direction that sone of the
retrieval technology is going, and | think by the time we
get around to putting this in place that, you know, we nmay
not even need the ASCI| text. | mean we had -- we tal ked
about that yesterday.

MR METTAN.  Ckay.

MR, HOYLE: | guess |I’mhearing Brad ask the
question. Maybe there’s sone |ocation, sone renote
| ocati ons where you can get ASCI| text --

MR, BALCOM  Un- huh.

MR, HOYLE: -- a lot easier than you can get
an i mage.

MR. METTAN: Yeah. That’'s correct.

MR HOYLE: And if we’'re relying on i mage nore
and nore and nore, are we cutting sone people out of fast
access?

MR, BALCOM Yeah. Ckay.

MS. STATLER | think the only field where

that (indiscernible) is the marginalia sheets. The rest
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of themit’s -- it would be able to find as long as it’s
typed in the docunent --

MR, BALCOM Right. Uh-huh. Yeah. 1It’s
onl y- MS. STATLER  -- because of the searching of
text.

MR. BALCOM -- handwitten stuff that
woul dn’t be reduced to, you know --

MR. METTAN. There was sonet hi ng about
publication or publishing that if they couldn’t |ook at
it. You nentioned one of the fields --

MS. STATLER That's the citation, you know --

MR METTAN. Right.

MS. STATLER  -- who published it, where it
was published, all that stuff.

MR. METTAN. Yeah. And he was sayi ng where
they could | ook at the image and get that and --

MS. STATLER  Yeah. Right.

MR. METTAN: That was the other one that sort
of came to mnd

MR, BALCOM If sonething s been published
then, you know, chances are a |ot of materials that are
publ i shed won’t even be on the system because they're
readily available in another form but there will be
occasional articles that have been published that probably

woul d be on the systemthat will -- that will have that
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i nformation on the front of it, just |like any journa
woul d.

MR METTAN. Right.

MR. BALCOM Well, it’s like | said this is
pretty exciting stuff. And it’s 4:00 and unl ess anybody
has any questions |I'm --

MR. METTAN. Ll oyd had one.

MR, BALCOM Ch, |I'msorry.

MR, M TCHELL: Two nore questions. 1Is there
sone sort of error check that would be involved in case
there is a key word misspelling or digital transposing of
nunerical digits? And also how -- the code nunbers and
things |ike, the participant would have to know what code
nunbers ahead of tinme to put -- like to give to their
docunent and so forth. Do you guys identify the code
nunbers and put those in once the docunent comes into the
LSS, or howis that going to work?

MR. BALCOM What do you nmean by code nunbers?

MR. M TCHELL: Looking on this sheet over
here, maybe I’mwong, but it says the admtted record
code, package nunber. \What’'s the -- traceability nunber,
traceability code --

MR. BALCOM  Unh- huh.
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MR. M TCHELL: How would ne as the submtter
of a docunent know where to get these -- all these nunbers
at ?

MR. BALCOM Ch, for your own docunents you
mean. You probably won’t have those on your own
docunents.

MR. GANDI: Those fields are based a | ot on
how we do our reference process as far as traceability,
and linking to other docunents. That’'s what a | ot of
these fields are used for.

MR, M TCHELL: So basically the docunent then
woul d go to you guys and then you guys would do all of the
data subm ssion in terns of you fill in the blanks of key
words and codes and things like that.

MR, BALCOM Well, the Departnent of Energy
docunents woul d be done by then, and so to neet the
requi rements of their records managenent system and their
QA process, they have to do all that. So part of this is
a conpronmi se or a collaboration between all of us, and
peopl e that don’t have a huge records managenent
requi rement wouldn’t, you know, sinply wouldn't be doing
sonme of these. So if it’'s not applicable to your
docunents, then you sinply wouldn’t be doing it.

M5. STATLER: But at the sanme tine the

functionality would be there if you chose to use it, so
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that if you wish to apply and submt groups of records,
say a package and you wanted to assign a nunber to that
package so that you could, you know, when you individually
I ndex each of the records you would have themall tied
together with that nunber, you would do so, because the
functionality would be in the systemto facilitate that.
The sane with the other fields.

MR M TCHELL: kay. Are there going to be
gui delines as to what groups or individuals can submt
docunents for inclusion? That m ght have been di scussed
already, and if so, they would then just call you to get
t hese nunbers?

MR, GANDI: Not ne.

MS. NEWBURY: You get to make up your own

nunber s.

MB. STATLER Right.

MR. BALCOM Yeah. You wouldn’'t need to do
all these. Only -- only those that are applicable to

your, you know, your own way of doing docunents which
woul d be --

MS. STATLER  Which is why sone of themare
opti onal

MR, BALCOM -- probably far |ess substanti al
than the Departnent of Energy’'s. W probably should show

you sonme exanpl es at sone point. Yeah.
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MR, GANDI: Yeah. Perfect exanple, how does
your organi zation fit into the schene.

MR. BALCOM The issue about m sspellings and
transposi ng of codes, there will be elaborate -- nost of
these maj or systens now have el aborate front end clean up
and editing processes and spell checkers and | think the
requi rement now that we have is that the text that’s
submtted has to be 98.5 percent accurate, which is what,

one error in every thousand characters or sonmething |ike

that? So that that neans if you ve got a -- if you
subm tted a docunent with -- a page with three errors on
it, it still would be within the requirenents if it’s, you

know, three thousand characters on a page or sonething
like that. So there will be a ot of work, a |lot of
automation as a nmatter of fact to nake sure thing -- that
the docunents are as clean as is practical, as opposed to
bei ng a hundred percent correct.

Transposi ng nunbers is a different story.
That’s -- | nmean that’s one where -- and there’'s a
conpliance requirenent that you as a submitter have to
| ook at what’s been | oaded and nmake sure it’s accurate
anyway. So that, you know, the onus of that would be on
you as a submtter

MR, ECHOLS: 1Isn’'t there al so sone training

that we’ll be doing the line?
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MR, BALCOM (Oh, yeah

MR. ECHOLS: That will address these kinds of
| sSsues.

MR. BALCOM  Sure. Yeah, there’d be -- and |
notice in the conpliance paper that the Departnent of
Energy is tasked with putting a training systemtogether.
Did you know that?

MR M TCHELL: So it’s ny understandi ng then
that for exanple if the National Congress of Anerican
I ndi ans woul d want to submit a docunent to be included in
the LSS I nformati on Managenent Systens, that what we wl |
dois we will first |ook at which one of these in this
colum here we need to cone up with. And we would ask the
DOE to help us --

MR. BALCOM  Un- huh.

MR. M TCHELL: -- to perhaps get us our
partici pant extension nunber, give us sone of the other
t hi ngs, the other nunbers that | needed?

MR. BALCOM  Yeah. You would be trained how
to -- they call this docunent catal ogi ng or docunent
codi ng, and you would be trained howto do that.

MR M TCHELL: So any citizen' s group or any
group woul d be able to have access to submt docunents,
and then they can be able to go to the catal oguing

docunentation training --
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MR, BALCOM Well, not if they' re not a
participant. They' d have to be a participant in order to
submt docunments. And they, you know, at some point would
be able to search the headers to find -- | nmean that’s the
way the system stands now, to search this header
information to find what they need, but not to submt
docunents.

MR, M TCHELL: Okay.

MR, HOYLE: Kirk, does the Header WbrKking
G oup have a recomrendati on for the panel ?

MR. BALCOM Yeah, we do. We’d of course like
the panel to adopt this at this point so DCE can get on
Wth its business. | know it wants to, you know, mnake as
quick work of this as possible. So at this point it is
the consensus of the Header Wrking Goup, and if the
panel is ready to adopt it, then that woul d be great.

MR, HOYLE: Do you want us to adopt the
summary table that you circulated? O do you want us to
approve deletions fromsonething el se? Wlat is the --

MR, BALCOM | think the best thing to do,
John, would be to adopt the field -- the new field
definition summary table, because |I don’t think we
actually totally adopted it last tine since we had a
coupl e of m nor changes. W never got around to those.

MR HOYLE: And that's dated 3/17/95.
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MR BALCOM Right.

MR. SILBERG This is a unani nous view of the
Wor ki ng Group which includes DOE and NRC.

MR. BALCOM  Unh- huh. Yeah. Dan?

MR. GRAZER: Yeah. Dan G azer fromthe
Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion. One of the things that was
included in the wite up that | submtted to Kirk as --
for the Header Wbrking G oup had a certain | guess caution
toit, that some of the things we were anticipating being
able to do with automated Thesaurus term generati on,
bef ore we go ahead and say that let’'s buy into this
particular structure, it mght be prudent to rmake sure the
thi ng works before we go betting the farmon it. And in
that neno that Kirk has offered to nake copies of, we did
i ncl ude a coupl e of paragraphs tal king about the sorts of
t hi ngs that probably should be |ooked at a little nore
closely than a one di scussion neeting which is what we
had.

MR GANDI: | don't think it was just one day.
It was a one day --

MR. BALCOM No, this |ast one was one day.

MR, CGRAZER: W had a one day’ er.

MR, BALCOM The -- the only difference in the
Thesaurus field that we have now is not nmandatory. It’s

not required. It’s optional. And I'’mquite frankly not
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clear on how a Thesaurus is ever going to work for the
system anyway. And |I'’m-- and so the debate -- this
debate could go on for a while. Maybe we could adopt this
mnus that field, or say that adopt it subject to getting
a clarification on that field so DOE can have at | east
sone- - MR GANDI: | think in terns of a
Thesaurus (I ndiscernible) fieldit’'s -- we can go ahead
and include that under maintenance if that field is the
bi ggest one, and how and who and when. Those terns are
updated. 1’ve got no problemw th agreeing to have it in
t here.

MS. NEWBURY: G ven that it’s an optional
field.

MR, BALCOM Right. But that -- if we adopt
this now that would, you know, may or may not preclude us
from goi ng back sonme day and saying oh, no. I want DCE to
attach every single docunent to a Thesaurus. And this
doesn’t mean the LSSA couldn’t do it. | nean it was
concei ved that the LSSA would do it anyway.

MR GANDI: | think originally that was --

MR, BALCOM Right. So that may still be the
case at sone point.

MR. M TCHELL: | need sone clarification under
the Field Participation Accession nunber or access --

MR GANDI: That's a DOE nunber.
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MR M TCHELL: Okay.

MR GANDI: | think as you |ook at the
participant one, it’s nore in terns of DOE' s partici pants.
Was that --

MS. STATLER  Yeah. |If you were a partici pant
you would -- no, that’s alright, John. DOE Accession
nunber would go into that field as opposed to the LSSA s
accessi on nunber, which is the nunber which it would
control the docunment in its system To identify in that
field even our docunent file in our system |If you had a
system (1 ndi scerni ble) you would need to submt a
participant. Your docunents which you i ndexed with a
nunber on them as your nunber for that record, so that you
can relate that to your own nunber, which is going to be
different fromwhat the LSSA knows it by in its system
It’s just so that you can -- we can distinguish the DCE
records fromthe NRC records, fromthe State of Nevada’'s
records, from whonever’s records.

MR. M TCHELL: | guess what | am not
confortable with at this tine, | know that technol ogy can
be used to control information, and speaki ng on behal f of
the National Congress of Anerican Indians, | think it’s
i mportant that different types of information be all owed
to be inputted into this systemfor future reference and

so forth
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| don’t see at this time any way out to assure
that different types of groups, even grass roots

organi zation, Indian tribes, et cetera, et cetera, wll

not have their information bl ocked out. |Is there sonme way
or sonme how that this can witten in, and until | get that
assurance, | feel very unconfortable in approving these
fields.

| guess -- | don’'t think I"'mthe only one --

at least | hope I'mnot the only one that understands the
I nportance of getting a well rounded anmount of information
froma variety of conmunity groups as well as other Indian
nations. That’'s basically ny problem

MR, SILBERG |Is your concern that this field
wi Il be used as a way of excluding docunents fromthe data
base? | guess |I'’mnot clear --

MR MTCHELL: At this point is it -- we -- |
don’t see any -- in a way yes, but | don’t see any
safeguard at this point and in not allow ng that bl ockage.

MS. STATLER  Again it’s your concern that you
think these records would be submtted through the DCE to
the groups --

MR M TCHELL: That’'s what | -- | mght be
wrong, but that’s what | understand.

M5. STATLER That is not correct. No, we

woul d send the records to the LSSA.
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MR M TCHELL: Okay.

MS. STATLER  You woul d apply this information
fromthe records to your records.

MR. M TCHELL: Right.

MS. STATLER. The DOE woul d have nothing to
say about what you said about your records or what you
subm tted.

MR M TCHELL: But what -- | guess |I'm--
actually that’'s part of ny concern -- the main part of ny
concern is is there any way that records can be bl ocked at
this point frominclusion in to the system

MR GANDI: No. That’'s -- not by the LSSA.

MS. STATLER  Not by the Header --

MR, M TCHELL: kay. Because | see sone
gentl enen out here saying yes, and sone peopl e sayi ng no.

MS. STATLER Who is saying yes?

CAMERON: Do they have standi ng?

BALCOM | think --

2 3 3

CAMERON:  Wel |, assum ng they had
standing. W’ re assum ng they had standing to provide

material that they deemrelevant. They get |oaded in the

system | nmean there’s no -- nothing to block them --
MR GANDI: If it’s termnation of the LSSA
MR, CAMERON: | think you're raising an issue,

Ll oyd, that goes -- that’s not -- the header issue is not
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| think it concerns

, relevance, things like that in

ternms of the basic types of docunments that have to be

submtted, and the responsibilities of parties to submt

that type of information.
MR. S| LBERG
question to clarify this.

determ nes that a docunent

And - -

That’s -- let ne ask you a

If the party |i ke NCA

I's, you know, fits within

topi cal guidelines and they submt it --

VR, CAMERON:

MR Sl LBERG

Ri ght .

Is the LSSA going to take

anot her cut at determ ning whether or not it’s rel evant,

or likely to believe that

VR, CAMERON:

MR LEVIN:  No.

it’s rel evant?

No.

|"ma caretaker of the data.

| don’t make any judgnents on it.

MR. M TCHELL
to what goes in.
MR. CAMERON:

MR M TCHELL

kay.

Ri ght .

So |

Then it’s your choice as

guess then there won't be

any censorship then on the docunent subm ssion.

MR LEVIN  No.

VR, CAMERON:

MR M TCHELL

No.

kay.
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MR, CAMERON: And |ooking at it fromthe other
point of view, there are certain privileges established
that for certain types of docunents so that you nmay be
able to claima privilege for a particul ar docunent, and
not have to submt it into the system

MR. M TCHELL: | appreciate your clarification
on this.

MR HOYLE: I'ma little concerned that we
haven’t read the docunent --

MR, BALCOM Yeah. kay.

MR, HOYLE: -- that you have there, that
you' re going to try to get copies made for us. Are others
concerned or are you prepared --

MR BALCOM  Ckay.

MR. HOYLE: Let’s get the docunent and then --
if we can get it overnight and read it, we'll see if we
can vote on it tonorrow.

MR, BALCOM Ckay. Well, you have the

docunent .

MR. HOYLE: W do have it.

MR. BALCOM Yeah. That’'s this that we're
talking from | just -- but | just put it on your desk.

Oh, this one here. OCh, yeah. Sure. W’'Il get -- we'll
have that tonorrow.

MR, HOYLE: Ckay.
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MR SILBERG Well, is there a way to get
sonmeone to copy it now so we can look at it tonight?

MR BALCOM  Tonf

MR SILBERG It’s not that | ong.

MR BALCOM It’s 3 pages. Sure.

MR, METTAN. Is there a way we could do that?
MR, SILBERG They need it --

MR, BALCOM Ckay. W're all -- we're al

done for today unless we’'re going to continue with nore
t opi cs.

MR SILBERG W stand up and we' Il wait for
it if it can be --

MR BALCOM Tom could it be in a few

m nut es?

MR. METTAN: We don’t have to sit here and
wai t .

MR, BALCOM All right. Any further discussion
on -- any further discussion on the header issue topic?

kay. Before we break up, Me Levin wants to tal k about
the things that will lead us to tonorrow norning’ s
di scussi ons.

MR LEVIN. | wish | would have had this
i nformation available in time to pass it out well ahead of
this neeting so you woul d have had a chance to read it,

but it was just recently available. One of these things
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literally came off the press last Friday, and I1'd like to
pass a copy of an IGreport that our 1G did an audit of
the LSS, the whole LSS program And we will be discussing
this briefly tonorrow, and as background I’'d like to pass
this out tonight so you Il have a chance to read it. |
didn’t have it til Friday so | couldn’t have done it

bef ore.

And anot her docunent that we’'re going to
di scuss briefly tonmorrowis the coonments that cane back on
the Participant Comm tnments Docunents. Although we had
asked for comrents back by January 31st, we didn't get al
the cooments that we had expected, so we wanted to wait
til the last mnute to get as nuch as we could. And even
as | was leaving to cone here, nore came in which aren’t
i ncorporated here. So | want to pass out these two things
as kind of homework for tonorrow. Ckay?

MR, MURPHY: There -- | guess this is --
probably should be directed at John rather than you, Me,
but I would like to recomrend at |east that we try to find
ways to conpress the agenda wherever we can tonorrow
because | don’t -- |I’mguessing that 30 m nutes is not
going to be sufficient to discuss the conments on the
Participants Comm t nents docunent.

MR LEVIN. Ckay.
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MR, MJURPHY: And that’s what’s in the agenda
now, 30 m nutes.

MR LEVIN. W put that in the agenda because
we really don’t have a presentation to nake as such. It
was going to be nore of a round tabl e discussion so, but
you think there’ll be nore than 30 m nutes worth of
di scussi on.

MR, MURPHY: That could be the nost inportant
thing we tal k about tonorrow.

MR LEVIN. Okay. On the other hand, | think
we had allowed for an hour and a half on the MU --

MR MURPHY: \What MOU?

MR LEVIN. Wihich I don't -- yeah, which | --
I think we can --

MR MJRPHY: That's what | nean.

MR LEVIN. -- 1 think we can nake adjustnents
t here.

MR. MURPHY: You’ ve got an hour and a half on
the MU --

MR LEVIN. | think so.

MR. MJURPHY: -- and a half hour on the

| ocati on of the LSS.
MR LEVIN: | think we can --

MR M TCHELL: W can split those --
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MR LEVIN. -- we can swap those easily, the
time slots. W have sone flexibility there, so let ne--

MR, SILBERG Mal, do you think we need
nore -- | nmean we could -- this starts at 9:00 tonorrow.
That’ s- - MR. MURPHY: No, that’s fine.

MR, SILBERG That's pretty late in the day
for us eastern folk. | nmean if you wanted to start at 6
whi ch woul d be 9:00 our tine, that would be fine. | nean
if you think we need nore tinme, we can start a half hour,
an hour early.

MR. MJURPHY: No. | think we need -- we're
going to need nore tinme for the Participants Conm tnents,
but we’'re certainly not going to need as nuch tinme as the
schedule currently calls for to discuss sone other agenda
I tens.

MR, LEVIN. You' re absolutely right. | think
we can nmeke plenty of tinme available for this. Let nme go
ahead and pass these out.

MR, HOYLE: All right. Let ne nake one ot her
comrent; that NRC s |Inspector General has come out and is
an observer to today's neeting, and we will give himtine
in the norning to review the report that’s being sent out
now. So please read it as honework, but you'll get a five

m nute overview of it tonmorrow. This is Dave WI i ans,
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who is -- Dave, would you just give us a wave; NRC s
| nspector General .

MR, LEVIN. And Tony, Joe, do we have the
Participants Comm tnents Docunent? How many do you have?

MR, HOYLE: There’s many.

MR. LEVIN. Yeah. Anybody else who is
interested we could get themto themlater

MR HOYLE: [|’ve got 4 --

MR LEVIN. 1’ve got maybe 8, 9, 10. W have

about 8 or 9 additional copies of the Inspector Ceneral’s

report. |If there is sone way that you are -- you could
share that with your -- in groups that -- we could hand
themout. W’Il also try to nmake a few nore copies of
those tonight. W’Il |eave themup here on the table.

MR, HOYLE: Kirk, do you know how long it
m ght be before we get the xerox copies?

MR, BALCOM | woul d guess he had to go over
to the engineering building. Probably 10 or 15 mi nutes |
woul d t hi nk.

MR, HOYLE: That sounds great.

MR, BALCOM Al right. I -- is there any nore
di scussion of the current business at the table? Al
right. W'l adjourn til tonmorrow norning at 9. Those of
you that do want to wait for this copy to cone back, it

may be 10 to 15 nore m nutes. kay?
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(Proceedi ngs concluded at 4:25 p.m)
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